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KEELER  MTN.  TIMBER  SALE 

FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 

STATEMENT  SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 

l:.\cepl  lor  the  changes  made  in  bold  1>  po.  tiiis  Suiiimar\  is  the  same  as  tiie  DlvlS  Summary. 

I  he  Montana  Department  ol" Natural  Resources  ant!  Conscrxation  (DNRC)  proposes  to  harvest 
approximalel)  2.4  to  6.3  million  hoard  leel  of  timber  iVom  State  Section  36,  T3nN,  R34W,  10 
miles  south  of  I'roy,  Montana.    The  proposed  action  would  encompass  I  14-442  acres  of  School 
Trust  Lands  (See  Figure  1-1,  Vicinity  Map). 

Ifan  action  al(ernati\e  is  selected,  there  would  he  approximately  1 .0  -  2.2  miles  ofroad 
construction  and  4.6  miles  ofroad  imprinements.   ivxisting  haul  roads  would  be  improved  to 
meet  Best  Management  Practices  (BMP)  for  forestry  in  Montana.  Approximately  1.0-2.2  miles 
ofcxisting  low  standard  road  would  be  closed  to  offset  the  new  construction  and  maintain  road 
density. 

1  he  proposed  action  would  be  implemented  during  2()()0  antl  the  anticipated  completion  date 
would  be  during  or  before  2004.  Slash  disposal,  grass  seeding,  and  reforestation  woiikl  be 
accomplished  b\  the  end  of  2005. 

PROJECT  OBJECTIVES 

The  lands  iin'oKed  in  (his  proposed  project  arc  held  by  (he  State  of  Montana  in  trust  fi^- the 
support  of  specific  beneficiary  insdtulions  such  as  public  schools,  state  colleges  and  universities, 
and  other  specific  state  institutions  such  as  the  school  for  the  deaf  aiul  blind  (bjiabling  Act  of 
l-ebiiiary  22.  1889;  1972  Montana  Constitution.  Article  X.  Section  1  I ).    fhe  Board  of  I. and 
Commissioners  and  the  Department  of  I'rust  i,and(s)  are  leijuired  by  law  (o  administer  these  trust 
lands  to  produce  the  largest  measure  of  rca.sonable  and  legitimate  return  over  (he  long  run  for 
these  beneficiary  institutions  (Section  77-1-202.  MCA).    On  May  30,  1996,  the  Department 
released  the  Record  of  Decision  on  the  State  I'lMcst  I. and  Management  Plan  (the  Plan  or 
SI-'l.MP).    fhe  land  Board  approved  the  Plan's  implementation  on  .lune  17.  1996.    1  he  Plan 
outlines  the  management  philosophy  of  DNRC  in  the  management  of  state  forested  trust  lands, 
as  well  as  sets  out  speciilc  Resource  Management  Stantiards  for  ten  resource  categories.       fhe 
Dcpailmenl  will  manage  the  lands  iinoKctl  in  this  project  accintling  to  the  philosophy  and 
standards  in  the  Plan,  which  states: 
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"Our  premise  is  tliat  tlie  best  way  to  produce  k)iig-tcrm  income  lor  the  trust  is  to  manage 
intensively  for  healthy  and  biologically  diverse  Ibrests.  Om  understanding  is  that  a 
diverse  forest  is  a  stable  forest  that  will  produce  the  most  reliable  and  highest  long-term 
revenue  stream. ..In  the  foreseeable  future,  timber  management  will  continue  to  be  our 
primary  source  of  revenue  and  our  primary  tool  for  achieving  biodiversity  objectives." 

In  order  lo  meet  the  goals  of  the  management  philosophy  adopted  through  programmatic 
review  in  the  Plan,  the  Department  lias  set  the  following  specific  project  objectives: 

i .     lo  provide  revenue  lo  the  Irust  by  harvesting  2.4  [o  6.3  MMlil'  of  timber. 

2.  To  promote  a  diversity  of  stand  structures  and  patterns  to  promote  for  long-term 
sustainability  of  forest  resources  and  move  forest  structures  toward  appropriate  or  desired 
future  conditions. 

3.  To  reduce  the  potential  for  in.sect  and  disease  outbreaks  and  the  chance  of  a  major  stand 
replacing  lire. 

4.  To  maintain  or  improve  vigor  of  commercial  timber  stands  on  treated  areas. 


CONNECTED  AND  CUMULATIVE  ACTIONS 

Connected  actions  directly  tied  to  this  project  include  post-harvest  slash  hazard  reduction,  tree 
planting,  grass  seeding  and  rehabilitation  of  landings,    f  imber  harvest  activities  are  expected  to 
begin  in  2000  and  end  in  2004.  Slash  disposal,  tree  planting,  and  rehabilitation  o\'  landings  and 
obliteration  of  roads  would  be  accomplished  by  2005.   Past  and  proposed  future  harvest  activities 
and  their  impact  on  watershed  yields,  sedimentation,  impacts  to  grizzly  bear  habitat  and  bull 
trout  habitat  are  analyzed  in  relationship  to  this  project  in  Chapters  3  and  4. 


RELATIONSHIP  TO  THE  STATE  FOREST  LAND  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

In  June  l'>')6,  DNRC  began  a  phased-in  implementation  of  the  State  forest  Land  Management 
Plan  (Plan),    fhe  Plan  established  the  agency's  philosophy  for  the  management  of  forested  slate 
trusts  lands,    fhe  management  direction  provided  in  the  Plan  comprises  the  framework  within 
which  specillc  project  planning  and  activities  lake  place. 

fhis  project  was  begun  prior  to  the  approval  of  the  Resource  Management  standards.  However, 
to  the  extent  possible,  the  Plan  philosoph\  and  appropriate  resource  management  standards  ha\  e 
been  incorporated  into  the  design  of  the  proposed  actit)n. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  REVIEWS  RELATED  TO  THIS  PROJECT 

Ihe  Koolonai  Nntidiini  I'orcsl  is  planniiijz  nianagenicnt  aclivitics  williin  the  Sjiar  I'lanning  1  Inil 
tluriiiii  (Ik-  period  (>l'2()()()-2()()4.   This  planning  iinil  comprises  (S5. ()()()  acres  surrounding 
DNRCs  Keeler  Mountain  project.    Ihe  I  ISIS  is  \ery  earh  in  their  planning  process,  as  such 
targeted  stands,  management  treatments  and  road  plans  ha\e  not  been  speei Ileal ly  identified. 
/\lst>.  no  alternatives  have  been  developed  thai  would  dcllnc  a  proposal  in  cnougii  tletail  [o  allow 
coniplelion  ola  (.|uantitali\e  cunuilalive  elTects  as.sessment. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ANALYSIS  FROM  ADJACENT  ACTIONS  THAT  INFLUENCE  THE 
PROJECT  PROPOSAL 

Ihe  United  Stales  lishantl  Wildlile  Service  (I  ISI'WS)  and  Ihe  U.S.  horesl  Service  (UShS) 
reviewed  the  proposed  Keeler  Mountain  I  imber  Sale  to  assess  the  eunnilalive  elTects  on  the 
management  olgri/./l)'  bear  anti  iheir  reco\er\  williin  ihe  Cabinet  Yaak  L'eosystem.    The 
inlormalion  that  the  state  provided  to  the  I  i.S.  lish  and  Wildlire  ser\  ice  in  regards  to  opening 
si/e,  lolal  motori/eci  access  ilensity.  habilat  eri'eclixcness.  movcnieni  corritiors  and  tlislance  to 
hiding  cover  was  preliminary  planning  inlornuilion  for  the  propo.sed  actions.. 

riie  I  ISI'\N'S  and  ( ISFS  also  reviewed  this  propo.sal  to  assess  the  direct,  indirect  anil  cumulative 
erfects  on  Ihe  management  of  Hull  trout  and  their  recovery  williin  the  Keeler  and  Lake  Creek 
drainages.    Ihe  project  was  evaluated  in  regards  to  Ihe  potential  elTects  to  the  species  indicators 
and  habitat  indicators  (hat  are  essential  to  Bull  Trout  recovery. 

INVOLVEMENT  OF  COOPERATING  AGENCIES 

Ihe  biohigical  as.sessment  for  threatened  and  endangered  species  was  prepared  by  DNRC  and 
USIS  biologists  who  were  in  contact  with  the  United  States  T'isli  and  Wildlife  Service.    The 
Nhmtana  Department  lor  I'ish.  Wildlife  and  Parks  biologist  rc\  iewed  Ihe  proposal  in  relation  to 
big  game  antl  lisheries  management. 

PERMITS  REQUIRED  FOR  PROJECT  IMPLEMENTATION 

A.    I  I.S.  I'orcsl  Service  road  use  permit  or  permanent  TR  TA  easement  lor  roads  4610.  4f>()2  and 
3S4.       ' 

IV    A  Stream  Preservation  Act  Pcrmil  ( 124  permit)  is  re(|uiied  from  Ihe  Department  offish. 
Wildlife  and  Parks  for  three  stream  crossings. 

C.    .\  shorl-lerm  exemption  from  Montana's  Surface  Water  (,)uality  Standards  (.lA 

Aulhori/alioii)  is  needetl  whenever  lem|iorary  acliv  ilies  will  introduce  sediment  abo\e 
nalural  levels  into  live  streams.    I  his  peimil  from  Ihe  Montana  1  k-parlnienl  of  I  Icallli  and 
L.nvironmental  Sciences  is  needed  foi  some  culvert  installations. 
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D.  Onicially  report  and  record  individual  burning  in  conjunclion  witii  lliis  project  as 
required  under  the  Air  Qtiality  Permit  issued  to  l)Ni\.C'  annually. 

E.  Concurrence  from  the  USFWS  on  the  project's  impacts  to  Threatened  and  Endangered 
Species  for  activities  on  both  USPS  and  State  lands.   USEWS  concurrence  is  required  for  the 
state  to  obtain  a  road  use  permit  of  permanent  road  easement  from  the  I ISFS. 


PROJECT  DECISIONS  TO  BE  MADE 

This  FJS  will  provide  the  Decision  maker  willi  infonualion  nccessar\  lo  make  the  lollowinL; 
decisions. 

A.    Do  the  alternatives  developed  meet  project  objeclix  es? 

15.    Which  alternative  should  be  implemented? 

C.    Were  all  practical  means  to  avoid  or  minimize  environmental  harm  adopted?  If  not,  why 
not? 

RESOURCE  ISSUES  AND  CONCERNS 

Initial  public  involvement  was  solicited  by  a  newspaper  advertisemeiu  in  the  Western  News  in 
November  1996.   Letters  were  also  sent  to  interested  parties.   Responses  have  been  used  to 
determine  issues  of  concern.   DNRC  technical  specialists  (foresters,  hydrologists,  wildlii'e 
biologists,  archeologist,  forest  ect)logists,  forest  pest  specialists  and  forest  engineering 
specialist),  Montana  Department  of  I'ish,  Wildlile  and  i'arks  biologists,  adjacent  landowners  and 
the  public  helped  identify  the  issues  that  are  analyzed  in  this  EIS.  A  complete  mailing  list  ol' 
those  receiving  notice  of  the  project  along  with  a  record  of  comments  received  and 
corresponding  responses  can  be  i'ound  in  the  project  file  at  the  l.ibby  fhiit  (Jffice. 

All  timber  sales  designed  by  DNRC  incorporate  many  rtuitine  mitigation  measures,  including  the 
new  SFLMP  Resource  Management  Standards,  and  environmental  controls  to  reduce  impacts 
and  answer  resource  concerns.   Some  of  the  other  issues  and  ci>ncerns  we  receixed  are  outside 
the  scope  of  the  proposed  action  because  they  are  either  irrele\ant  to  the  tlecision,  already 
decided  by  law  or  DNRC  standards,  beyonel  the  geographical  iniUicnce.  or  ha\e  nothing  to  do 
with  the  proposal. 

fhrough  the  scoping  process,  concerns  were  raised  by  the  public  and  specialists  of  DNRC 
and  other  agencies  about  the  project's  potential  impacts  on  the  environment.  These  concerns 
were  used  in  developing  alternatives  (see  Chapter  II).   A  summary  oithe  comments  that  were 
incorporated  inlt)  the  alternatives  is  presented  bek)w. 
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1 .  TIMBEiyVEGETATION:  riinbcr  in  Ihc  inoposed  area  is  inatiirc.  overmature,  or 
(.Iccatlcnl.   A  concern  was  raised  llial  llic  loss  ol" timber  volume  tree  growth  and  the  loss  of 
income  lo  the  trust  would  result  iilhis  limiier  were  not  Iku  vested. 

Concern  was  also  expressed  llial  past  lire  suppression  activities  have  alTccted  the  incidence  of 
tree  diseases,  insect  inrestations,  biological  diversity  and  successional  processes  olour  forests. 

2.  OLD  GROWTH  AND  BIODIVERSITY:  It  was  voiced  that  llic  State  does  not 
adei|uately  protect  Old  (Irowth  timber  stands  thai  il  manages.  Concern  was  expressed 
that  old  growth  stantls  should  be  properly  veritled.   This  verillcation  should  assess  the 
si/e.  distribution,  and  amounts  ofold  growth  within  the  appropriate  analysis  area.  This 
data  would  establish  a  baseline  to  show  the  ciTects  that  the  action  allernalivcs  have  on 
these  okl  growth  i'actors. 

Additii>nal  concerns  arose  that  there  should  be  additional  mature  forests  available  to  replace  old 
growlh  timber  that  is  lost  to  natural  succession. 

3.  REGENERATION:  Concerns  were  voiced  thai  successful  regeneralion  must  be  achieved 
when  applying  even-aged  harvesting  methods.   Il  was  suggested  that  an  analysis  of  similar  land 
1}  pes,  habilal  tvpes.  slopes  and  aspects  be  evaluated  for  regeneration  success. 

4.  WH.DLIFE  ISSUES:   Concern  was  e.xpiessetl  Ihat  okl-gmwlh  limiier  stands  should  be 
protected.   OhI  giovvlh  habitat  is  critical  lo  the  survival  ol  numerous  t)ld-grovvth 
associated  species  including  the  Boreal  Owl.  Black-backed  Woodpecker  and  the 
Flammulated  Owl. 

A  concern  was  rai.sed  that  the  size  of  the  old  growth  stands  should  be  sufficient  to  provide  secure 
habilal  for  old  growth  associated  species  such  as  pine  martin  and  goshawks. 

A  concern  was  raised  that  fragmenlalion  of  wildlife  habilal  both  connected  and  cumulative  lo  the 
projecl  should  be  assessed  in  regards  to  its  impact  on  wildlife. 

Concern  was  expressed  thai  spccies-speciilc  habitat  losses  mav  occur  as  a  result  of 
implementing  the  proposed  alternatives.   \.\k  was  idcnlilled  as  a  specific  management  indicator 
species, 

fhe  possible  impacts  on  threatened,  endangered  and  sensitive  species  by  the  proposed 
alternatives  was  also  voiced  as  an  issue.   Specificallv  the  analysis  should  address  the  impacts  on 
the  habitat  and  populations  of  threatened,  endangered  and  .sensitive  species  and  if  the  project 
would  contiibule  lo  the  extinction  of  any  of  these  species.  The  analysis  should  include  the 
current  and  future  open  roatl  ilensilv  for  ihe  appropriate  anahsis  area  and  Iheir  impact  on  wikllife 
securitv . 
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5.  FISHERIES:   Bull  Irout  are  known  to  inliabil  llic  KccIlt  and  Slanlcy  deck  drainages.   Keeler 
Creek  is  llie  only  known  spawning  tribiilary  for  ihe  population  ol  Inill  tioul  in  Hull  Lake. 

Concern  has  been  expressed  that  the  proposed  action  alternatives  could  adversel)'  alTecl  native 
fish  populations. 

A  concern  was  raised  that  the  fisheries  analysis  should  include  a  discussion  of  the  current 
habitat  conditions  lor  llsheries  and  what  the  effects  the  action  alternatives  will  ha\e  on 
iheir  habitat  conditions. 

6.  ROADS:    Roads  are  a  known  source  of  sediment  contribution  [o  streams.  Ct)ncerns 
were  expressed  of  the  direct,  indirect  and  cumulative  impacts  of  all  road  constriictii)n; 
reconstruction  and  modifications  of  access  management. 

7.  WATERSHED:   Much  of  the  area  surrounding  the  project  has  been  impacted  by  past  logging 
activities  and  road  building.  Concerns  were  expressed  that  the  proposed  alternatixes  could 
impact  water  quality,  sedimentation,  increase  in  peak  Hows,  stream  channel  stability,  increase 
stream  water  temperature  and  increase  the  risks  associated  with  rain  on  snow  e\enls. 

Concerns  were  also  expressed  that  the  locations  of  other  water  bodies  (i.e..  spring,  bogs,  seeps 
and  sensitive  wet  areas)  should  be  disclosed  and  the  effects  that  the  project  activities  would  have 
on  these  areas  should  be  analyzed. 

Concerns  were  also  expressed  in  regards  to  the  cumulative  effects  of  past  management 
activities  and  their  relationship  to  the  present  proposal. 

8.  SOILS  AND  SITE  PRODUCTIVITY:  Concerns  were  expressed  that  unstable  land  t>  pes 
unstable  soils  or  erosive  soils  may  be  present  in  the  project  area.   What  site  specific  mitigations 
will  be  applied  to  these  areas  of  ct)ncerns? 

A  concern  was  raised  that  the  cumulatixe  effects  of  past  acti\ities  in  regards  to  so\\  compaction, 
displacement  and  surface  erosion  should  be  incorpoiateil  into  the  ellecis  ol  the  proposed 
activities. 

A  question  was  raised  that  the  success  rate  of  the  proposed  BML's  been  on  similar  land  types. 

9.  NOXIOUS  WEEDS:  Concern  was  expressed  that  noxious  weeds  could  be  introduced  into 
the  project  area  and  what  effects  could  these  weeds  have  on  rare  and  .sensitive  jilant  populations. 
What  specific  mitigation  measures  will  be  implemented?  What  are  the  results  of  monitoring 
noxious  weed  infestations  from  past  management  actions. 

10.  VISIBILITY  FOR  KEELER  MOUNTAIN  FIRE  LOOKOUT:  fhe  Keeler  Mountain 
fire  lookout  tower  is  located  on  the  top  of  Keeler  Mountain  and  is  in  the  middle  of  the 
project  area.    This  lot)koul  is  staffed  in  the  summer  months  with  USl'S  personnel. 
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Concern  was  expressed  by  the  I'SFS  (hat  trees  aroinul  the  lookout  are  growing  in  heigiit 
anil  are  hiiulcring  the  visibility  from  the  lookout.  I  he  1  'SIS  wouki  like  to  see  the  area 
surrouniling  the  lookout  is  inekiiled  in  the  timber  sale. 

II.   ECONOMICS  AND  NET  PUBLIC  BENEFIT:  Concerns  were  exprcs.sed  that  the 

selectetl  alternatives  show  all  costs  associated  with  the  project  to  show  a  true  net  profit 
associatetl  with  the  project.   .All  costs  associated  with  road  construction,  reconstiuclion 
and  road  improvements,  reroreslalion.  aj^iplications  oriiMP's  and  lost  recreational 
opportunities  should  be  evaluated  to  show  a  true  net  benefit  Ironi  the  project.   Also  this 
analysis  sliouki  adequately  document  who  benefits  from  the  project. 

(  onceiiis  wcic  also  \oiccd  that  there  sluuild  be  an  alternative,  which  ulili/.es  the  lands  in  the 
Keeler  |irojcct  area  that  will  beneft  local  and  stale  schools  w  illiout  logging  or  building  roads. 

!-•  AIR  QUALITY  AND  SLASH  DISPOSAL:  Smoke  created  Irom  burning  slash  was  not  rai.sed 
as  a  concern,  but  often  becomes  an  issue  alter  burning  takes  place. 

I."!.  VISUAL  QUALITY:  C(Micern  was  exprcs.sed  that  cable  yarding  and  road  construction  across 
the  east  face  o\  Kccler  Mountain  would  ad\ersel\'  affect  the  \isual  resource  as  .seen  from 
I  lighway  56  and  liull  Lake. 

PROJECT  DEVELOPMENT 

Proposals  were  developed  to  dellne  the  |irojecl  in  terms  of  the  purpose  oilhe  action,  laws,  rules, 
and  environmental  factors.   Unit  location  and  road  location  were  based  on  harvesting  timber  on 
approximatelx   1  14  to  442  acres.    The  proposals  rellected  considerations  for  known  issues  and 
incor|iorated  features  designed  to  reduce  or  eliminate  potential  adverse  elTects  to  resources. 
I  Iniler  the  direction  of  the  decision  maker,  an  interdiscipliiiarv  team  was  formed  lo  analyze 
en\  ironmental  elTects  anil  dcxelop  an  en\  ironmental  analysis.   A  strategy  for  initial  .scoping  was 
then  developed  to  |-irovide  opportunities  for  the  public,  groups  anil  other  agencies  to  participate 
in  the  jirocess. 

Ihc  major  en\  ironmental  issues  ideiitilled  during  the  scoping  process  were  dellned  and  arc 
summarized  in  Chapter  I.   In  order  to  understand  how  Ihc  proposcil  alternatives  would  change 
the  environment  a  no  action  alternative  was  ilescribcd  to  act  as  a  baseline  to  compare  the  effects 
of  the  action  alternatives. 

I  he  II)  tcani  developed  timber-harvesting  alternatives  based  on  an  analvsis  of  forest  stand 
conditions.    Proposed  treatments  would  move  the  lorcst  toward  desired  future  conditions  of  the 
landscape.    Ihrec  |irimarv  concepts  were  used  to  dillercnlialc  between  alternatives: 

•       1  he  Mixed  Conifer  and  Alpine  llr  cover  tv|ies  were  determined  to  be  the  most  over 

represented  cover  types  on  l.ibbv  I  hiil  lands.   Convcrselv  the  western  larch/Douglas  fir  cover 
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lypcs  were  determined  to  he  the  niosl  uiulci-reprcsenlcil  co\cr  types.  Tliis  sliilt  in  cm xt  type 
lepieseiitatiDii  was  partially  attributed  It)  mans  e.\clusii)n  ol  lire  iVoni  the  eii\  ironinenl. 
which  allows  the  encroachment  ol  siiade  tolerant  species. 

•  The  age  class  distribntion  on  Libby  Unit  lands  indicated  that  there  is  an  over-represeiUatit)n 
ol'the  pole  (40-100  year)  and  mature  ( lOO-Old  tirowlh)  age  classes  and  an  under- 
representation  of  the  seedling/sapling  age  classes. 

•  The  old  growth  component  part  on  the  Keeler  Mountain  project  was  determined  to  be  an 
important  component  olthe  landscape.   Libby  Unit  lands  are  scattered  sections  spread 
amongst  different  ownership  groups.  Since  USIS  ownership  surrounds  the  Keeler  Mountain 
limber  Sale,  the  retention  ol  Old  growth  stands  and  maintaining  biological  ct)rrii.lors  between 
the  State  and  USl'S  lands  would  be  i.lesirable  in  (his  location. 

In  addition  to  the  concepts  listed  abo\e,  the  following  criteria  were  used  to  de\elop  ihe  limber 
harvesting  alternatives. 

•  Generate  revenue  for  the  school  trusts. 

•  Long-term  timber  productivity  would  be  maintained  or  enhanced. 

•  file  natural  role  of  wildfne  in  this  area  would  be  emulated  by  mainpulating  the  stand 
structure  and  species  composition  using  different  sil\  icultural  prescriptions. 

•  The  health  and  vigor  of  the  stands  would  be  improved  by  reducing  the  density  of  the  stands, 
harvesting  trees  that  are  dead  or  being  attacked  by  insects  or  diseases,  and  establishing 
vigorous  regeneration  with  species  that  grow  best  in  full  sunlight  in  t)penings  created  by 
harvesting. 

•  Reduce  the  chance  of  large  stand  replacing  wildfnes  through  the  manipulation  o[' 
accumulated  fuels  and  reducing  the  encroachment  of  late  successional  species. 

•  I  he  location  of  the  harvest  units  and  choice  of  logging  systems  would  lessen  the  impacts  ol' 
road  construction. 

•  Maintain  site  productivity  of  the  project  area  by  protecting  soils  from  compaction  and 
displacement. 

•  Design  harvest  units  and  voin.\  locations  to  priilecl  walersheils.  water  quality  and  fisheries 
habitat. 

•  Maintain  habitat  for  the  protection  of  grizzly  bears. 

•  Provide  secure  habitat  lor  big  game  species. 

•  Provide  permanent  access  to  Keeler  Mountain  lookout  by  2  wheel  drive  vehicle  traffic. 

•  I'-ach  action  Alternative  was  developed  to  meet  the  Resource  Management  Standards  (RMS) 
developed  in  the  [Man. 


111.  STIPULATIONS  AND  SPECIFICATIONS 

Stipulatit)ns  and  siiecilications,  designeti  lo  |irolccl  luiluial  lesourccs  tluriiig  haiAcsting  and  roati 
building  activities,  are  incorporated  into  the  contract  clauses  and  timber  sale  administration.  A 
list  of  stipulations  and  specifications  that  wDuld  be  applied  lo  any  alternative  in  this  project  are 
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an  Ap|X"iicli\  A.   Miliuatic^ns  tlcsi^ncJ  td  reduce  iinpacls  on  parlicular  ualiiral  resources  are  also 
diseiissed  in  C'liapler  IV. 

ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED  IN  DETAIL 

Tlie  Ibllowing  allernati\es  are  considereci  in  detail  in  liiis  analysis.    This  section  describes  a  no 
action  ailcrnatixe  (Alternative  I  )  and  three  action  alternatixes  (Alternative  2,  3  and  4).     I  he 
Siininiary  of  Project  Actions  (Table  2-1  )  may  also  helj-)  enhance  alteriiali\e  project  descriptions. 
I'igures  2-1.  2-2  and  2-3  are  maps  showing  unit  location  within  the  project  area  for  each  action 
allernati\e.  Table  2-3,  2-4  and  2-5  and  show  harvest  unit  si/e.  har\est  treatment  and  harvest 
ei.|uipment  lor  each  alternative. 

A.  ALTERNATIVE  1:  This  is  the  no  action  allcinati\e.   None  ol'lhc  proposed  activities  would  be 
accomplished  by  this  action.   No  timber  har\esliii<i.  road  reconstruclion  or  impro\ements  would 
be  done. 

B.  ALTERNATIVE  2:  This  altcrnati\e  would  harvest  appioximately  2.4  MMBL'  oftiniber  on 

I  14  acres  using  regeneration  harvest  methods.   I'il'ty  three  acres  would  be  treated  by  a  clear- 
cut  with  reserves  siKicultural  treatment  and  the  remaining  61  acres  would  recei\c  a  seedtree 
with  reser\e  treatment.  Approximately  one  mile  oinew  road  would  be  built  and  a 
corresponding  one  mile  o I  road  would  be  closed  or  obliterated.    There  would  be  4.6  miles  of 
road  improvement  io  bring  the  haul  route  up  to  Montana'  Best  Management  Practices 
(BMP's)  standards. 

C.  ALTERNATIVE  3:  This  alternative  would  harvest  approximatel>  6.3  MMBF  oC limber  on 
442  acres.    The  same  1  14  acres  identilled  under  alternative  2  would  be  harvested  using  the 
.same  siKicultural  treatments.   In  addition.  10  acres  would  receive  a  salvage  treatment 
remo\  ing  the  blow  down  timber.    Three  hundred  and  eighteen  acres  would  be  treated  using  a 
group  .selection  harvest  method  using  helicopter  yarding.    There  would  be  approximately  1.4 
miles  oT  new  road  construction  with  a  corresponding  amount  of  road  closures  and  road 
oblilcialion.    The  4.6  mile  haul  route  would  be  brought  up  lo  BMP  standards. 

1).   ALTERNATIVE  4:  This  alternative  is  similar  lo  Allernaliw  3.    The  .same  6,3  MMBT  of 
timber  would  be  harvested  o\er  the  same  442  acres  using  the  same  sih  icultural  treatments. 
1  lowe\er.  this  alternati\e  would  build  2.2  miles  ol Hew  roads  and  approximately  2.2  miles  oT 
roads  would  be  closed  or  obliterated.    The  4.6  mile  haul  route  would  be  brought  up  to  BMP 
slandartls.    This  additional  road  construction  would  reduce  the  31X  acres  harvested  by 
lielicoplei  in  Alternati\e  3  and  increase  ihe  acreage  trealed  by  cable  yarding  and  ground 
based  systems.   Because  oTthe  rugged  terrain  on  the  east  haH\)Tthe  project  area  the 
Teasibility  ol'the  cable  harvesting  systems  is  not  coniitlctelN  known.    It  is  estimated  that 
between  87  and  231  acres  could  be  logged  using  a  combination  oTground  based  and  cable 
liar\esting  systems.    The  remainder  o!  the  acreage  thai  cannot  be  har\esled  using  ground 
based  or  cable  methods  may  be  har\ested  using  a  helicopter. 
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The  economic  reliirn  associated  with  hehcopter  logging  appears  to  be  uncertain;  as  such 
Ahernative  4  will  look  at  two  cable  harvesting  options  (87  acres  and  231  acres)  with  and 
without  iielicopter  logging. 

Thus,  Alternative  4  will  be  analyzed  with  4  options:  1 )  87  acres  cable/ground  iiarvest  and  23 1 
acres  helicopter;  2)  87  acres  cable/ground  iiarvest  and  no  helicopter  logging;  3)  231  acres 
ground/cable  harvest  and  87  acre  helicopter  logging;  and  4)  23  1  acre  ground/cable  harvest 
and  no  helicopter  logging. 

This  range  of  options  will  be  analyzed  in  regards  to  the  associated  impacts  to  soils,  hydrology 
and  economics. 
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V.    COMI'AKISON  Ol   i:NVIU()NiVIlNTAL  111  IX  IS 

The  following  table  summarizes  (he  elTecls  of  the  altenialives  in  regard  lo  ilie  main  resource  concerns  and  issues  identified  in  Cliapte 


RESOURCE 

ALTERNATIVE 

1 

NO  AC  1  ION 

ALTERNATIVE 

2 

1 
ALTERNATIVE           ALTERNATIVE 

J                    1                      -• 

FORESTCONDITIOINS                                                                                     | 

Habitat  Type  Group 

No  change  in  Habitat  Representation                                                          j 

Patch 
Characteristics 

Patch  size  and  shape 
would  not  change  in  the 
short  term. 

Patch  sizes  cieated  by  regeneration  harvests  would  be  smaller  than  historic 
patch  sizes  createtl  by  natural  disturbances. 

Cover  Type 
Representation 

No  short  term  change  in 
cover  tyjie  representation. 
Oveitime  there  would  be 
a  gradual  increase  in 
mixed  conifer  cover  types 
and  a  subsequent  decrease 
in  larch/  Douglas-llr 
cover  types. 

Approximately  1  U 
acres  of  inixetl  coiiiler, 
alpine  fir  and  lodgejiole 
cover  types  would  be 
converted  to  western 
larch/l)ouglas-tlr  cover 
types. 

Approximately  165  acres  of  mixed  conifer, 
alpine  fir  and  lodgepole  cover  l>|-)es  would  be 
converted  to  western  larch/Douglas-tlr  cover 
types.  Approximately  278  acres  of  western 
larch/Donglas-fir  cover  types  would  be  treatetl 
to  maintain  this  cover  type. 

Age  Class 
Distribution 

No  Action 

No  short  term  change  in 

age  class  distribution. 

Over  the  short  term,  approximately  82  acres  of  40-99  year  age  class  would     1 
be  converted  to  1-39  year  age  class,  32  acres  of  100-  N9  year  age  classes        1 
would  be  converted  to  1-39  year  age  classes.                                                     j 

Old  Growth 
Representation 

No  old  growth  stands  will  be  harvested.   No  change  in  old  growth  amounts  in  the  project  area  or  Libby 
Unit. 

Regeneration 

Any  future 

regeneration  would  be 
late  successional  tree 
species  that  will  bring 
current  forest 
conditions  away  form 
desired  future 
conditit)ns. 

Survey  lesults  ol  similar  habitat  types  and  land  t)|)es  demonstrate  assiuance 
that  these  sites  can  be  adec|uately  restocked. 

Air  Quality 

No  effect  to  air 
c|uality. 

Increased  smoke  from  slash  burning  operations  would  have  short  term  negative 
impacts  on  air  t|uality.  but  woidd  not  c-Nceed  the  maximum  allowable  levels  as 
dellneil  by  Montana  Cooperative  Smoke  Management  Plan.   Increase  in  road 
dnsl  from  log  hauling  and  heavy  equipment.   Dust  elfects  are  largely  mitigated 
by  the  application  ol  dust  abatement. 

Sensitive  Plants 

No  new  negative 
impacts  to  sensitive 
plants. 

Possible  negative  impacts  to  sensitive  plants  due  to  introduction  of  weeds. 
Moniloring  v\eed  populations,  restricting  loatl  traffic  and  weed  mitigation 
should  aclec|ualely  protect  sensitive  pl.iiils  from  negative  impacts  from  possible 
weed  introduction. 

THREATENED  AND  ENDAN(;ERED  SPECIES                                                                j 

Peregrine  Falcon 

No  negative  impacts                                                                       | 

Bald  Eagles 

No  change 

No  negative  impacts. 
No  change. 

No  negative  impacts.   Possible  positive  impacts 
in  hunting  opportunities  through  stand  opening. 
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lUSOllUCI 


Wolves 


ALTERNATIVE 

I 

NO  ACTION 


T 


altf.unativf: 


ArTlsUNATIVE 

3 


alternative 

4 


(;ii/.zly  IJcar 


Flit  111  inuUited 
Owl 


ll(.ic:il  Owl 


Pileiitinl 
Woodpecker 


BliicU  hacked 
Woodpeckers 


Lynx 


fllRE AT ENi:i)  ANi>  E NI>AN(M.Ri:i)  SPI.C  IKS  (CONTINUED) 


No  clinnue.  I'oraging 
lialiilal  lor  wolves 
would  coiiliiHic  lo 
decline  as  eoiiilei 
encroacliincnl 
increase  oxer  elk  and 
lieei'  v\  inler  lanue. 


No  chanue. 


j'oraging  liahilal  lor 
wolves  would 
eonlinue  lo  ileeline  as 
ct)nirer  encroaclinienl 
increases  over  elk  and 
tiecr  winter  range. 
Securil>  in  projecl 
area  would  decrease 
due  lo  increase  in 
road  densilN  liowevcr, 
road  closures  would 
secure  liiglier  t|nalil>' 
woiriiahilal. 


Toraiiinu  iiabilal  for  wolves  nia\  improve  as  elk  and  deer 
w  inlei  range  is  improved  In  limber  harvest  and 
underslory  burning.   Koad  closures  would  secure  higher 
i.|ualil>  habitat. 


"Shghl  decrease  in  habitat  eH"cctiveiiess  during  project  period. 
Open  road  density  would  increase  slightly  in  BAA  however,  open  road 
densitv  would  remain  inuler  the  0.75  ini/.sc|.  mi.  in  BMU. 
I  MARI)  would  remain  inichanged  because  new  road  closiues  would  equal 
new  road  construction. 

Securitv  core  areas  woidd  be  unaltered.    The  percentage  olthe  BMU  would 
remain  tmchanged  however,  the  location  may  be  shifted  by  road  management 
decisions. 

Logging  activities  woidd  becurlaileil  in  (he  sjiring  (April  1  lo  luly  15)  to 
mitigate  elTects  to  spring  bear  use. 


SENSITIVE  SPECIES 


No  change,  owl  habitat  would  continue  to 
desiiade. 


Increased  habitat  for  flammulaled  owl 


No  shoii  term  change. 
Over  long  term  old 
urowth  woidtl  increase 
and  owl  habitat  would 
increase. 


Slight  degradation  boreaf  lo  owl  habilal  Irom  harvesting  of  Stand  5     Intnre 
salvaue  harvests  may  ilegrade  boreal  owl  habitat. 


Pileated  woodpecker 
habitat  would  persist  or 
improve  as  forests 
continue  to  develop  old 
mow  ill  characteristics. 


No  change.   Area 
would  increase  in 
susceptibility  lo  stand 
replacement  Hies. 
No  change.   Lynx 
foraging  habitat  would 
remain  absent  from 
project  area.  Security 
would  remain  high. 


Increa.sed  road  density  in  |-ii()jcct  area  increases  the  risk  that  snags  along  toad 
coriitlors  will  be  harvested  lor  firewood  if  road  restrictions  fail. 


Salvauiim  10  acres  of  blowdown  timber  would  remove 
foraging  opportunities  for  woodpeckers.   Removal  ot 
shade  tolerant  species  would  reduce  short  term  habitat  but 
may  proviile  lung  term  viability  to  area. 


I  larvesi  units  would  reduce  the  chance  of  a  large  stand  replacing  event.  This 

situation  would  limit  Ihc  ability  ol  the  area  to  develop  suitable  habitat  for  black- 
backeil  woodpeckers. 


forauing  habitat  woulil  increase  i.h\c  to  regeneration  harvests.   I.>n\  security 
would  decrease  throuiih  additional  ro<id  building. 
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RESOURCE 

ALTERNATIVE 

ALTERNATIVE 

ALTERNATIVE 

ALTERNATIVE     4       1 

I 

2 

J 

BIG  CAME                                                                                                    1 

Moose 

No  cliange 

Some  calving  habitat  would  be  lost  due  to  canopy  removal,  conversely  foraging 
habitat  would  increase. 

Elk  and  Miik- 

No  chiinge.   HabiUit 

Habitat 

Habitat  effectiveness  would  remain  high.  Security 

Deer 

el't'ecliveness,  and 

effectiveness 

habitat  would  decline.    Habitat  value  of  winter  range 

seciirily  habilal  would 

would  remain  high. 

would  impiove. 

lomain  higli. 

Security  habitat 
would  tlecline. 
Winter  range 
would  continue  lo 
decline. 

Black  Bears 

No  change.   Area 

1  labitat  values  will  increase.  Security  in  the  project  area  will  decrease  however. 

woiikl  provide  good 

overall  security,  in  pioject  vicinty  would  remain  the  same. 

spring  and  I'all  foraging 

liowever,  these 

components  would 

decline  in  the  absence 

of  disturbance. 

FISHERIES                                                                                                    j 

Bull  Trout 

No  change 

May  alTect  but  not  likely  to  adversely  aftect 

White  Sturj^eoii 

No  change 

No  elTect. 

SOILS                                                                                                        1 

Soils 

No  change 

Minimal  risks  to  soils  or  soil  productivity  providing  recommended  mitigation 
measiues  be  applied. 

ROADS 

Roads 

Chronic  road 

The  4.6-mile  haul  route  will  be  brought  up  to  BMP  standards.   All  new  road 

drainage  problems 

construction  will  meet  BMP  standards.   USPS  roads  will  be  closetl  and 

would  persist  at 

rcluihilitalcd  in  ei|ual  amounts  lo  new  ro.id  construction. 

ciurcnt  levels  and 

recover  or  degrade  as 

dictated  by  natmal 

and  pre-existing 

conditions 

NOXIOUS  WEEDS                                                                                             1 

Noxious  Weeds 

No  change. 

Minimal  risk  of  spread  ol"  noxious  weeds  providing  recommended  mitigation's  are 

No.xious  weeds  would 

applied. 

continue  to  spread  or 

re-seed  as  dictated  by 

pre-CNisling 

conditions  anil 

current  nianagement. 
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KFSOUUt  t: 

ALTKUNATIVE  1    NO 

ALILRNATIVE 

ALTERNAIIVF. 

ALTERNATIVE 

ACTION 

2 

3 

4 

WATEUSIIEI)                                                                                                  1 

WnlcrQiiiilil) 

No  change.  No  new 

Short  Icirn  increase  in  sediment  due  to  culvert  removals,  road  lehabilitation 

water  quality  inipacts 

and  road  construction     Long  term  decrease  in  sediment  h\  eliminating 

woiikl  l>e  i:ciiL'ratccl. 

chronic  sources  orsetlimenl. 

I're-e.\is(ing  secliinent 

Minimal  risk  of  water  t|ualily  impacts  (roni  limher  harvesting  pixwiding 

source  prohlciiis  would 

recommeruled  niilignlions  are  applied. 

not  he  repaired. 

SOCIAL  AND  HUMAN  ISSUE  S                                                                                  | 

VISIIMI.ITV 

V'isiliilitv  IVoni  lookout  wi 

1  conliiuie  to  deurade  ns 

Visibility  IVom  lookout  will  be  improved  because 

1  UOM  K 11. LEU 

trees  grow  in  height. 

timber  harvest  will  remove  \  icw  obstructions. 

MOUNI  AIN 

LOOKOUT 

\  ISUAL 

No  change. 

No  change. 

Minor  impacts  to  visual  resources  providing 

UISOURCLS 

mitigation  measures  are  applied. 

AIR  QUALITY 

No  change. 

Short  term  impacts  to  air  (.|ualil\  Irom  roail  du.sl  and  slash  binning.   Impacts 
would  not  exceed  standards  set  b\  Montana  Smoke  Cooperative  Plan. 

IXONOMICS                                                                                                  [ 

NF.TSULTUUN 

$4i)2^5}m 

$538.862. -$776381. 

TO  TRUST 

0 

$399,  65  1 .00 

1  lelicopler  logging 
will  return  .SI  'MUl'  to 
trust. 

Stumpage  I'or  group 
select  harvesting  would 
return  .'i.j6/M15l'. 
Stumpage  value  for 
group  selection  harvest 
areas  would  increase 
Irom  $.i6/M|}|'  to 
SI29/MBI' by 
eliminating  the 
lielico(iter  logging. 
Helicopter  logging 
appears  to  reduce  total 
revenue  to  trust. 
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PROPOSED  SILVICULTURAL  TREATMENTS 

The  action  alleinalivcs  use  conibiiialioiis  ol' 3  silviciilliual  Ireatments.   I'iguie  2-4  (jiaphiual  Reprociiiction  ofSilviculUiral 
Trealnienls,  provides  a  visual  representation  of  liow  these  treated  areas  may  appear  following  harvesting.  The  visualizations 
are  only  a  qualitative  approximation  of  what  would  be  expected  to  occur  on  the  ground  due  to  the  variations  and 
diversil'ication  of  tlie  stands  treated  in  this  project  area.   IJach  visualization  portrays  the  geographical  distribution  of  (he 
treatment  effects  across  a  harvest  unit.   Keep  in  mini!  ihal  lliis  is  a  lepresenlalion  ol  the  remaining  distribution  olTrees  and 
that  I  tree  from  visualization  does  not  ecjiiale  to  I  liee  on  the  grouiiil. 

Cleai-Liil  Willi  reserves  -  This  treatment  is  prescribed  in  tieiisely  slocked  lodgepole  pine  stands.   Reserve  trees  would  incliide 
vigorous  trees  of  varying  age  classes  of  species  other  than  lodge|K)le  pine  and  large  snags.   Small  pockets  and  strips  ol  the 
existing  stands  wouki  be  retained  within  the  harvest  units  to  help  break  up  the  openings  and  create  more  iiiegiMar  shapes  Ihal 
emulate  natmal  disturbances. 

Seec/lrcc  uilh  reserves  -  Large  western  larcli,  Douglas-llr,  western  while  pine,  and  poiiderosa  pine  wouki  be  retained, 
individually  and  in  clumj^s  (approximately  6- 10  trees  per  acre),  to  pioviile  a  seetl  source,  lulure  snags,  and  cavity-nesting 
sites.   Lxisting  snags  and  small  clumps  of  younger  trees  would  also  be  retained  to  provide  I'or  bolli  slruclural  and  species 
diversity. 

Group  seleelidii  with  reserves  -  Small  openings,  up  lo  ."S  acres  in  size,  would  be  created  in  the  existing  stand  to  promote 
regeneration  and/or  release  established  regeneration.     Reserve  trees  would  include  vigorous  trees  of  vaiying  age  classes  in  all 
species  present.   Snags  and  large  serai  trees  that  have  a  high  potential  to  become  cavily-nesling  sites  in  ihe  lulure  would  be 
retained. 
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DKAIT  EIS  (DLIS) 

I'lillowing  scoping,  DNKC  prepares  a  DlilS,  incorporalinii  piihlic  commenis  rclaliiig  lo  issues  Ihal  could  ailed  the  project.   Upon 
publication,  the  DlilS  is  circulated  to  interested  parties;  nolillcalion  that  it  is  available  is  sent  to  the  parties  on  the  mailing  list  that  has 
been  developetl  lor  this  proiecl.   Coninienls  are  acce|iled  lor  30  ilays, 

FINALS  EIS  (FEIS) 

After  all  public  coninients  are  received  anil  evalualeil.  DNKC  will  prepare  a  I'l-IS  or  ailopi  (he  1)1!1S  as  Ihc  Ills,  which  consists 
primarily  of  a  revision  of  the  DlilS  that  incorporates  new  inltJrnialion  based  on  public  and  internal  ct)nimenls. 

NOTIFICATION  OF  DECISION 

l\)llowing  publication  ot'the  ll:IS,  the  Unit  Manager  ot  the  l.ibby  Unit  w  ill  review  the  iiiroiinalion  contained  in  the  I'HIS  and  proicct 
file,  including  public  ci)nHiienl.  No  .sooner  than  15  days  alter  publication  ol  llie  II' IS,  the  I  lint  Manager  will  consider  and  determine 
ihe  lollowiiig: 

•  [)o  the  allernalives  presenled  in  Ihe  lldS  mcel  the  projecis  purpose'.' 

•  Is  the  |)roposed  mitigation  adei|uate  and  leasible'.' 

•  Which  allernalive  or  coinbination/modillcation  oralteriiatives  shoiikl  be  implemented'.' 
These  determinations  will  be  iniblished  and  all  inteiestei.1  iiailies  will  be  notified. 

PROPOSED  SCI  I  EDI)  LE  OF  ACTIVIES 

After  a  decision  of  published,  if  an  action  alternatives  is  selected,  several  actions  would  be  initialed.    1  he  aclii)ns  initialed  depend  on 
whether  the  allernalive  is  chosen  in  its  entirety.  Contract  packages  lor  two  possible  limber  sales  and  pioposed  roatl  construction  could 
be  prepared  in  1999  and  2000. 

The  schedule  is  lo  present  the  timber  sale  lo  Ihe  State  Laud  Hoard  in  the  spring  ol  2(100.    II  Ihe  I  anil  Hoard  approves  the  projecis, 
harvesting  activities  and  road  construction  would  occur  for  appio.ximately  I --I  years  after  each  sale  is  sold.   I'ost  harvest  activities, 
such  as  site  preparation,  planting,  anil  hazard  reiluciion,  would  occur  follow  ing  liai  \esliiig  aclivilies. 
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STIPULATIONS  AND  SPECIFICATIONS 
KEELER  MOUNTAIN  TIMBER  SALE 


I  Ik-  sli|Mil;ili(ins  ;iiul  spccillciitidiis  for  llic  aciidii  ;illcrn;i(i\cs  were  idcntilRxl  or  designed  [o  provcnl  or  reduce 
polenlial  elleels  to  resources  considered  in  (his  anaL\sis.   In  part.  sti|nilalions  and  speeiUcalions  are  a  direct 
result  oi" issue  iilenliriealion  and  rescnirce  Ci)ncerns.  This  section  is  organized  hy  resource. 

Stipulations  and  specillcations  that  apply  to  operations  required  b}'  and  occurring  during  the  contract  period  will 
he  contained  within  the  Timber  Sale  Contract.  As  sucli,  ihey  are  binding  and  enforceable.   Stipulations  and 
spccilicatioiis  lelating  to  acti\ities.  such  as  hazard  reduction,  site  preparation,  and  planting,  that  may  occur 
duiing  or  alter  the  contract  period  will  be  enlorced  l\\  project  ailminislrators. 

The  roll(w\ing  stipulations  and  specillcations  are  incorpoialed  to  mitigate  elTects  to  resources  inx'olved  with  the 
action  alternatives  considered  in  this  propt)sal. 

WATERSHED  AND  FISHERIES 

•  I'lanneil  erosion-control  measures  include  gra\  cling  |iorlions  of  roads,  constructing  slash-lllter  windrows, 
planting  grass  .secil,  and  closing  and  obliteialing  roatls.   Details  for  these  control  measures  will  be  included 
in  Appendi.x  i?  ol  the  I  imber  Sale  Agreement. 

•  Streamsitlc  Management  /ones  (SMZs)  will  be  delineated  where  lhc\'occur  within  or  adjacent  It)  harvest 
areas  to  protect  areas  adjacent  to  streams  or  lakes  to  maintain  water  ipiality. 

•  C'uKert  sizing  lor  all  road  projects  will  be  as  rect)mmended  b\  l)Ni<t'  hytlrologisl. 

•  Stream  crossings,  where  culvert  installations  are  planned,  will  have  the  following  requirenienls.  as  needed, 
to  meet  Rest  Management  Practices  (l5MI's)  antl  protect  water  c|uality: 

Slash-lllter  wintlrows  will  be  constructed  on  the  approach  fills. 

lilter-labries  fences  will  be  in  place  downstream  prioi'  to  anti  during  culvert  installation. 

laosion-control  fences  will  be  installed  on  fill  slopes  at  crossing  sites  and  remain  in  place  until  the 

slopes  stabilize  and  revegelate. 

Diversion  channels  will  be  constructed  and  lined  with  plastic  to  divert  streamflcnv  prior  to  any  in- 

channcl  opciations. 

lAcept  lor  the  etiuipment  uscil  to  construct  the  crossing,  stream  crossing  with  any  ec|uipmenl  is 

prohibited.    I  he  ec|uipment  used  for  the  crossing  construction  will  be  limited  to  no  more  than  2 

crossings. 

•  Hiush  will  be  removed  from  existing  road  prisms  to  allow  effective  road  maintenance.   Improved  roati 
maintenance  will  reduce  sediment  delivery. 

•  I  he  contractor  will  be  responsible  for  the  immediate  cleanup  of  anv'  spills  (fuel.  oil.  dirt,  etc.)  that  will  affect 
water  cjualilv. 

•  I  nel-leaking  ci|iiipment  will  not  be  pcrnutted  to  operate  in  slieam-crossing  construction  sites. 

•  Includcil  in  the  project  jiroposal  are  the  following  pertinent  reconunen<.lations  of  the  I'ladicatl  l^asiii  forest 
I'racliccs.  Water  Quality  and  fisheries  Cooperative  i'rouram  final  Report . 

I  he  lollow  ing  numbers  coirespond  to  the  numbering  of  recommendalion  items  contained  within  the 
aloremenlioiieil  document,  included  in  pages  154  through  102  olThe  llnal  report. 
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1 )  IJMl's  lire  iiicoriioialcel  iiilo  llic  project  design  unci  opcraiioiis  ot'llic  iiropused  pmiccl. 

2)  Riparian  inclicalurs  will  he  CDnsideied  in  the  liarvesl  nnil  layout. 

3)  Managemcnl  standards  of  the  Streamside  Management  Zone  Law  (75-3-301  MCA)  area  used  in  conjunelion 
with  the  recommendations  olthe  study. 

4)  The  BMI*  audit  process  will  continue.    This  sale  will  likely  be  re\  ieweil  in  an  internal  audit  and  nui)  he 
picked  at  random  as  a  Statewide  audit  site. 

7)    SMZs  will  be  evaluated  as  a  part  of  the  audit  prt)cess. 

12)  Watershed-level  planning  and  analysis  are  complete.  Logging  plans  oil  ISI'S,  as  reported  to  the  Cumulative 
Watershed  Ll'lects  Cooperative,  are  used. 

15)  DNRC  will  use  the  best  methods  available  for  logging  and  road  building  for  this  jiroposal. 

17)    DNRC  requested  inventory  information  from  Di'WP.   DNRC's  mitigation's  plan  for  roads  fits  all 

recommendations  for  "impaired  streams  '.   Using  ■"worst-case-scenario"  criteria  provides  for  conservative 
operations  in  this  proposal. 

IX)  l*rt)visions  in  the  limber  Sale  Agreement  adilress  HMl's  lluil  are  rigidly  enforced. 

29-34)  DNRC  has  cooperated  with  DLWI'  for  continuing  i'lsheries  work.   DNRC  will  continue  to  monitor 
fisheries  in  the  future  as  funding  allows. 


GRIZZLY  BEARS 


fhe  following  items  are  inccnporated  into  this  proposal: 


•  Contractors  will  he  required  to  haul  or  store  garbage  in  a  safe  place  so  bears  will  not  be  allracied  to  the  area. 

•  Lhe  forest  Officer  will  immediately  suspend  any  or  all  actisities  directly  related  to  the  proposed  action,  if 
necessary  lo  prevent  immhient  confrontation  or  conllict  between  grizzl>  bears  and  humans  or  other 
threatened  or  endangered  species  and  humans. 

•  Contractors  will  be  prohibited,  while  working  under  contract,  from  carrying  llrearms  onto  closed  roads. 


WOLVES 

A  contract  prcn  ision  will  he  included  lo  protect  an\  \\oll\lcn  or  rendc/Aiui.s  site  within  the  gross  sale  area  thai 
may  be  discovered  during  implementation  of  this  proposal. 

BIG  GAME 

•     Signs  will  be  placed  at  the  entrance  of  the  Keeler  Mountain  area  lo; 

inform  users  that  the  area  is  big  game  winter  range, 

recjuest  they  not  harass  game  animals  with  snowmobiles,  and 
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iv(.|iicsl  iIkiI  pels  ;irc  kcpl  Ic;isIk\I  or  in  diivcl  coiilml.  so  pels  do  not  luirass  hig  game  during  llic  critical 
winlci'  moiuhs. 

•      .Addiliuiuil  leleiilioii  ol  exisliiig  \egel;Uioii  will  be  iloiie  lo  pro\  ide  seciiiil)-  lor  hig  game  in  liar\cst  units 
along  open  roads. 


WILDI.in;  TRHES  AND  SNAG  RFTIZNTION  AND  RrCRUITMnNT 

•  All  existing  higli-i|uality  wikllile  Irees/snags.  such  as  large,  broken-lopped  western  iareli.  will  be  designated 
lor  lelenlion  and  given  special  eonsideialion  during  \artiing  oper.ilions  lo  pre\'eiil  loss. 

•  .Some  large  weslein  laieli  (grealer  llian  IN"  dbli)  willi  cliaraelerislies  llial  iniiieale  llie>  eouKl  become  higb- 
\alue  snags  (stem  rol  oi  physical  delects)  will  be  relained. 

•  dumps  of  larger  grand  llr  thai  lune  stem  riM  will  be  relainetl  lo  pro\  ide  nesling  habitat. 


TOWNSEND'S  BIG-EARED  BAT 

Ifany  large  aggregation  ofbats  are  discovered  during  ihe  preparation  or  administration  ofthis  sale,  the  DNRC 
wikllile  biologisi  will  be  inl'ormed  imniedialeb  .    Depending  ujion  Ihe  nature  oi'lhe  report,  ihe  biologist  will 
ihen  coortlinale  en'orls  lo  ilelermine  the  species.   11  I  own.send's  big-cared  bats  were  determined  lo  be  present, 
I'urlher  miligalixe  measures  will  be  tlc\eloped. 

ROADS 

•  Inlormalion  on  roatl-conslruclion  acli\ilies  and  road  use  associated  with  road-eonstruclion  aelivilies  will  be 
iela\ed  to  ihe  general  public. 

•  RMI's  will  be  incoiporaled  in  all  planned  roail  conslruclion. 

•  Signs  will  iie  placed  al  some  critical  inlerseelions. 

•  See  KROSrON  section. 

•  I  'udci  ihe  aclion  allerualixes.  main  miles  oiexisling  roads  will  be  clo.se(.l  b\'  sign  or  physically  clo.sed;  signs 
will  also  close  some  proposed  roatls.    Iherc  will  be  a  special  emphasis  on  closing  spur  roads  lo 
snowmobiles  b\  posting  signs  on  ihe  big  game  winter  range. 

VISUALS 

•  Damagetl  resiiluals  vegetation  will  be  slashed. 

•  I  he  loealion.  si/e  and  number  ol' landings  will  be  linulcd. 

•  Dislurbcd  siles  along  roati  righl-ol'-waNs  will  be  grass  .seeded. 
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•     Pockets  or  strips  ol'thc  residual  stands  along  topographic  breaks  and  roadsides  will  be  retained  to  limit 
views  into  harvest  units. 


ARCHAELQLOGY 

•     A  contract  clause  provides  for  suspending  operations  ircullural  resources  are  discovered;  operations  may 
only  resume  as  directed  by  the  I'orest  Ol'ficer. 


A  review  of  the  project  area  was  conducted  by  a  DNRC  archaeologist. 


SOILS 
COMPACTION 

•  I-ogging  equipment  will  not  operate  oil'  forest  roads  unless  soil  moisture  is  less  than  2t)%  I'ro/en  to  a  depth 
that  will  support  machine  operations,  or  snow  covered  to  a  depth  that  will  prevent  compaction,  rutting,  or 
displacement. 

•  Existing  skid  trails  and  landings  will  be  used  where  their  design  is  ct)nsislenl  w ith  prescribed  Irealmenls  and 
meets  current  BMP  guidelines. 

•  Designated  skid  trails  will  be  required  where  moist  soils  or  short  steep  jiitches  (less  than  ^lOO  leet)  will  not 
be  accessed  by  other  logging  systems.    This  will  reduce  the  number  ol'skid  trails  and  the  potential  lor 
erosion. 

•  Where  designated  skid  trails  are  retiuired.  timber  on  the  hails  will  be  lelleil  and  skidded  bel'ore  the 
remaining  timber  in  a  harvest  unit  is  felled.    I  his  will  defme  felling  patterns,  facilitate  skidding  on 
designatetl  trails,  and  reduce  the  harvest  unit  area  impacted  by  skidding  equipment.   Skidding  plans  are 
required  to  be  in  place  prior  to  the  start  of  k)gging  operations. 

•  Skid  trail  density  in  a  harvest  area  will  not  exceed  15%  of  the  total  area. 
SOIL  DISPLACEMENT 

•  fo  prevent  displacement  and  erosion  of  topsoil.  hard-lrack.  ground-based  skidding  equipment  will  not  be 
operated  on  steep  slopes  (greater  than  4()"/o  sustained  o\er  300  i'eel)  unless  mitigation  measures  assure 
displacement  will  be  minimi/ed. 

•  Brush  |)iliii<^  ami  site  preparation  will  he  done  with  an  excavator. 

•  Designated  skid  trails  will  be  required  in  all  areas  where  tractor  yarding  is  proposed.   Hxisting  skid  trails 
will  be  used  when  possible. 

•  Lopping  and  scattering  will  be  used  for  hazard  reduction  to  retain  wood>  debris  onsile  for  nLilrient  c\cling. 
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EROSION 

•  CriiHiiul-skii.kling  m;icliincr\'  will  be  cqiiipix'tl  with  a  uinchliiic  to  liiiiil  the  cqiiipinciil-opcralion  areas. 

•  Ivoails  used  1\\  llie  puieliaser  will  be  lesliapecl  and  the  ditehes  ledelinet!  idlkiwiiig  use  to  reduce  suii'ace 
erosion. 


• 


Drain  clips  anti  iiiavel  will  be  installed  on  roads,  as  needed,  to  improve  roail  drainajje  and  reduce 
niainlenanee  needs  and  erosion. 

•  Some  riKul  sections  will  be  re|xiired  to  upgrade  the  roads  to  desiim  slantiards  to  reduce  erosion  ptitenlial  and 
maintenance  needs. 

•  Ajiplicalions  olcertiried  weetl-lree  grass  seed  and  lerlili/er  will  be  applied  in  at  timely  manner  to  all  newl)- 
eonstructed  road  surl'aees  and  cut-and-llll  slopes.  Applications  will  also  be  applied  to  any  existing  disturbed 
cut-and-fill  slopes  anil  lantlings  immediately  ailjacenl  to  open  roads.  This  will  be  done  to  stabilize  soils  and 
retluce  or  prevent  noxious-weed  establishment.    This  will  include: 

Seeding  all  road  cuts  and  lills  concurrent  with  construction. 

.\ppl\    "(.|uick-cover"  seed  mix  within  I  da)'  oTwork  completion  al  wct-culvcrt  installation  sites. 
Seeding  all  riKid  surfaces  anti  reseeding  installation  sites  when  the  llnal  bladding  is  completed  for  each 
specifieil  road  segment. 

•  As  diiecled  b\  the  forest  Ofllcer.  water  bais.  logging-slash  barriers,  ami.  in  some  ca.ses.  temporary  culverts 
will  be  installed  on  skid  trails  where  erosion  is  anticipatetl  based  on  ground  and  weather  ci)nditions.    I'hese 
erosion-control  features  will  be  maintained  and  |ieiiodically  inspected  thrinighout  the  contract  period  or 
extension  thereof. 

AIR  QUALITY 

1  he  llist  item  is  tiesigned  to  prevent  indi\  idual  or  cumulative  ellects  tluring  buiiiing  operations.  The  next  2 
items  are  designed  to  reduce  effects  from  burning  operations. 

•  lUirning  operations  will  he  in  compliance  with  the  Montana  .Airshed  (iroup  reporting  regulations  and  any 
burning  restrictions  impo.sed  in  Airshed  2.    I  his  will  pro\  itie  for  burning  iluring  acceptable  \'entilation  and 
ilispersion  conditions. 

•  Do/er.  landing,  ami  roadwork  tiebris  piles  will  be  covered  to  allow  ignition  to  occur  during  spring  when 
ventilation  is  good  antI  surrounding  fuels  are  wet.   Covered  piles  are  drier,  ignite  easier,  burn  hotter,  and 
extinguish  sooner  due  to  higher  relative  humidity  during  spring.    I  his  will  reduce  dispersed  (unentrained) 
smoke. 

•  Maximize  the  amount  of  woodvilebris  left  on  site,    fuels  not   burned  tlo  not  protlucc  smoke.    If  possible, 
larger  fuels  should  be  left  and  smaller  iucis  should  be  piles. 
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•  C"i)iisiclcr  oilier  debris  disposal  melln)ds  tor  road  eoiislruclioii  and  road-improvemeiU  projecls,  includiiisj, 
lopping  and  scattering,  trampling,  hanti  piling,  chipping,  etc.   l\oad  riglu-ol-vvay  piles  lend  to  he  shaded  li\ 
SLirroLinding  limber  stands  and  do  nol  dry  out  as  well  as  piles  in  luirvesl  iinils. 

•  Dust  abatement  will  be  applied  on  the  segments  of  roads  in  the  Keeler  Mountain  Project  area  lluil  are  used 
during  hauling  and  will  benefit  most  I'roni  dust  abatemeiil. 

•  An  alternati\'e  dispt)sal  meliiod  for  slash  produced  by  road  right-ot-way.  other  than  piling  and  burning,  will 
be  encourage. 

NOXIOUS  WEED  MANAGEMENT 

•  Suriace  blading  lo  remove  weeds  belore  ihe  seed-set  stage  ma\  be  required  on  roads  alTecled  by  the 
proposal. 

•  All  tracked  and  wheeled  equipment  will  be  cleaned  oino.xious  weeds  jirior  U)  beginning  projecl  operations. 
Ihe  conlracl-adminislraling  ollleer  will  inspect  ei.|Liipmenl  periodically  during  project  implementation. 

•  Prompt  vegetalion  seeding  ol  disturbed  roadside  sites  will  be  required.   Roads  used  and  closed  as  part  ol'lhis 
proposal  will  be  reshaped  and  seeded. 

HERBICIDES 

To  lurther  limit  the  possible  spread  of  weeds,  the  lollowing  integrated  weed-management  mitigation  measures 
oipievenlion  and  control  will  be  implemented: 

•  Road  construction  and  skidding  cc|uipment  will  be  cleaned  ol  iiuid  and  weed  plant  parts  prior  lo  entering  the 
site. 

•  Disturbed  roadsides  and  landings  will  be  seeded  with  sile-adapled  grasses.   So  grass  .seeding  will  be 
elTeetive,  seeding  will  be  completed  concurrently  with  road  construction. 

Ilcrhiciclc  AppliL-Ltlion 

To  reduce  risk  to  a(.|uatic  and  terrestrial  resources,  the  lollowiiig  will  be  rec|nired: 

•  All  herbicides  will  be  applied  by  licensed  applicators  in  accordance  with  laws,  rules,  and  regulations  of  the 
Stale  of  Montana  and  Lincoln  Counts  Weed  Dislriet. 

•  All  applications  will  adhere  lo  Montana's  Hesl  Management  Practices  and  the  herbiciile's  specillc  label 
guidelines. 

•  1  lerbicide  application  will  not  be  general,  but  site  specific.  \o  areas  along  roads  where  noxious  weeds  area 
occurring.   All  no-spray  areas  will  be  designated  on  ihe  gi\)uiid  heroic  applications  begin. 

•  1  lerbicides  will  be  applied  lo  areas  where  relief  may  contribute  runorrdirecll)  intt)  surface  water. 

•  Application  will  be  applied  on  calm.  dr>'  days  to  limit  drift  aiul  possible  surface  mo\emenl  olTroad  prisms. 
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DRAFT  EIS  (DEIS) 

I  olldwini:  scoping.  A  DHIS  \\;is  pic  parcel,  iiicorpdialiiiu  public  comments  iclaling  lo  the  issues  llial  could  efi'ecl 
ihc  project.    Inimcciiatcl>  u|ioii  publication,  in  Ma\   1*^')'^  liie  DIMS  as  circulated  to  everyone  known  to  be 
inlcrestctl.   C'onniiciils  were  accepted  lor  M)  da)s.    Kellers  were  recei\etl  Iroiii  the  following  gronps/indi\'iduals: 

.lcir\   W'olcotl.  Plum  Creek   litnberCo  .  I.ibby 
( 'ar\  1  legreberg.  Montana  Logging  Associalii)n 
W  a>  ne  I  laalis.  I'luni  Creek  Timber  Co..  kalispell 
Michael  Molboni.  Ihree  Ri\ers  District  Ranger 
Michael  \\  ood.  /Mliancc  lor  the  Wild  Rockies 

FINAL  EIS  (FEIS) 

In  accordance  with  the  .'\dministrali\e  Rules  of  Montana  (ARM)  ^(^.2.>^i).  DNIU'  has  decided  to  adopt  liie 
DIdS  as  the  I  I  IS.  with  all  corrections,  responses  lo  comments,  and  adilitional  information  found  in  the  Keeler 
Mtn.  II'IS  errata.   All  issues  raised  by  the  public  were  either  addressed  in  the  DIdS.  the  resjionses  to  comments, 
o\-  in  the  adtlitional  information  that  has  been  provitlctl  as  part  ol'tlie  id. IS  errata:  thus,  DNRC*  felt  that  it  as 
unneeessar\  lo  leproiluce  a  full  I  Id.S. 

The  comment  letters  received  from  ihe  Draft  IdS  and  I^NRC's  responses  are  inclutled  in  this  Final  FIS  errata. 
No  substantial  changes  were  made  lo  Ihe  analysis  ccMitained  in  the  DIdS.  I  lowever,  several  editorial  changes 
anti  corrections  were  made  and  outlined  in  the  lldS  errata. 

PROPOSED  DECISION 

,'\t  present.  DNRC  has  not  made  a  decision  on  the  alternalixc  selection.    Ihe  only  recommendation  made  to  the 
decisionmaker  (I  ibby  Unit  Manager)  by  individual  ID  I  cam  members  is  to  not  choose  the  No-Action 
/\lternali\e,  but  lo  choose  an  action  alternati\  e  or  a  condiinalion/modincalion  (d  the  action  alternatives.    Ihc 
decisionmaker  will  study: 

•t»    ,\11  inleinal  and  external  input  from  the  DIdS  and 
♦t»    .Adililional  inloinialion  in  Ihe  lldS. 


NOTIFICATION  OF  DECISION 

Following  |-)ublicalion  of  Ihe  FF.IS,  the  Unit  Manager  ofthe  I, ibby  Dnit  will  review  Ihe  information  contained  in 
die  I  Ids  antI  project  llle,  including  Ihe  public  conunent.   No  sooner  than  \>  days  alter  publication  ofthe  FITS, 
Ihe  I  Init  Manager  will  consider  and  determine  the  following; 

Do  the  allernati\es  picsenled  in  the  I  IdS  meet  Ihc  project's  purpose? 

Is  the  jiroposeel  nuligalion  adei|uale  antI  feasible? 

Which  allernati\e  or  combinalion/modillcalion  <d'altcrnati\es  should  be  implemented?   Why? 

1  hese  dclernunalions  will  be  published  and  all  inlereslcd  parlies  will  be  notified. 
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PROPOSED  SCHEDULE  OF  ACTIVITIES 

Al'ler  11  decision  is  published,  ir;m  aclioii  ailcmiilivc  is  sclcctcti,  sale  prop  and  a  coiUract  package  cmild  he  piU 
together  by  1999  or  20(){). 

The  schedule  is  to  present  a  timber  sale  lo  the  Slate  Land  lioard  m  llie  spring  i)r2()()().   llllie  Land  lioard 
approves  the  projects,  harvesting  activities  and  road  construction  would  occur  Lor  approxinuileiy  4  years  alter 
the  sale  is  sold.   Post-harvest  activities,  such  as  site  preparation,  planting,  and  hazard  reduction,  would  occur 
Lollowing  harvesting  activities. 
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FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 

STATEMENT  (FEIS)  FOR  THE  PROPOSED 

KEELER  MOUNTAIN  TIMBER  SALE 


INTRODUCTION 


Thif;  document  present  changes  made  to  the  Keeler  Mln.  Timber  Sale  DEIS.    In  accordance  with  the 
Administrative  Rules  of  Montana  (ARM)  36.2.530,  DNRC  has  decided  to  adopt  the  DEIS  as  the 
FEIS.  with  all  corrections,  responses  to  comments,  and  additional  information  found  in  the  Keeler 
Mtn.  Timber  Sale  errata.    All  issues  raised  by  the  public  were  either  addressed  in  the  DEIS,  the 
responses  to  comments,  or  in  the  FEIS  errata;  thus,  DNRC  felt  that  it  was  unnecessary  to  reproduce 
a  complete  FEIS.   This  errata,  in  combination  with  the  DEIS  and  the  FEIS  Summary,  constitutes  the 
Keeler  Mtn.  Timber  Sale  FEIS. 

This  document  consists  of  2  sections: 

•  Additions  and  errata  to  the  DEIS,  including  the  location  in  the  DEIS  where  the  additions  or 
corrections  occur. 

•  The  text  of  the  comments  received,  immediately  followed  by  DNRC's  responses. 


ADDITIONS  AND  ERRATA  TO  THE  DEIS 

The  following  page  contain  the  additions  and  errata  items  pertaining  to  the  DEIS.   The  location  in 
the  DEIS  where  additions  or  errata  occui'  is  underlined  before  each  addition  or  erratum  is 
presented.    Except  in  the  case  where  an  entire  page  or  section  is  added  and/or  changed,  the 
additions  are  printed  in  bold  and  the  errata  are  printed  in  bold  italics. 

SUMMARY 

The  DEIS  Summary  has  been  replaced  by  the  FEIS  Summary.   The  changes  and  updates  have  been 
boided. 

CHAPTER  II 

Page  2-8-Alternative  4  should  he  a  range  of  $538,862.  to  $776,381. 
APPENDIX  A 

I'liL'i.'  A-'l  S(  )||    I  )IS1'I  A(  I'MI  N  L     Umi';Ii  piliiiL',  \\  illi  do/cis  UH|iiiu's  use  dlan  iipprovcd  briisli  riikc.    It 
slunild  iciid  "ISriisli  pilini^  anil  silc  pn'itarnlidii  will  he  done  willi  an  cxcavalm". 


COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 
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IV1        a        (M        T       A        fM        A 
ASSCDCIATIOtSI 


May  25,  1999 


Mike  JusUis 
l.ihby  Unit.  DNIU" 
14096  US  llwy  37 
Libby.  MT  59923 


Dear  Mike, 

I  am  writing  on  beiialfof  the  member  comiiaiiies  of  Montana  VVodiI  I'loducts  Association,  conceinmg 
tiie  Keeler  Mountain  Timber  Sale  DEIS. 

Clearly,  alternative  4  is  the  most  fmancially  prudent  option,  optimizing  revenue  to  trust  beneficiaries 
through  responsible  harvest  prescriptions.   Helicopter  logging  should  be  considered  only  in  instances 
when  all  other  methods  are  ruled  out    In  this  case,  alternative  4  proposes  to  harvest  the  same  volume 
with  no  significant  impacts. 

We  also  believe  alternative  4  poses  opportunities  to  improve  existing  ecological  conditions    A  more 
healthy,  vigorous  and  productive  tbrest  will  result  from  implementing  this  alternative,  which  enhances 
the  long-term  value  of  the  land    HIk  will  also  benefit  liiim  increased  forage  resulting  fn)m  this 
project.  With  dramatically  reduced  harvest  levels  on  the  national  forest,  it  will  become  increasingly 
difficult  to  maintain  grasslands  for  big  game  in  the  region.   Water  quality  will  also  be  improved  in  the 
drainage  through  the  road  reconstniction  and  implementation  of  best  management  practices  on 
existing  roads. 

Finally,  we  encourage  you  to  implement  a  prescription  which  minimizes  long-term  limber  mortality 
Allowing  too  many  mature  trees  to  deteriorate,  die  and  ultimately  burn  up  or  rot  is  irresponsible  trust 
management     I  he  equity  or  "corpus"  of  these  trust  lands  must  be  preserved  through  aggressive 
management  that  emphasizes  productivity  and  forest  health.   Many  special  interests  may  argue  about 
preserving  amenity  "\alues,"  but  value  must  ultimately  be  realized  in  the  form  of  financial  support  for 
beneficiaries    A  well-managed  trust  generates  income  while  the  equity  is  maintained  or  enhanced. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment    Please  keep  us  involvcnl  as  the  process  moves  forward 


Sincerely, 


@  Recycled  Paper 


Aspen  Court.  Suite  2-B  -  53  S.  Last  Chance  Gulch  -  Helena.  MT  59601  Phone  W06I44J-1566  -  Fax  (406)443-2359 
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REPLY  TO  KEELER  MOUNTAIN  DEIS  COMMENTS 

FROM  HEGREBERG  -  Montana  Wood  Products  Association 

Your  concerns  for  forest  health,  wildlife,  and  financial  return  to  the  trust  are  some 
of  the  issues  being  evaluated  iti  this  EIS. 
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ri;illii.'iiil  Hiiil  -  l.ibhy  Orilcc- 
Pludi  Creek  Timber  Compuiiy,  L  i*. 
126  I'ipe  Creek  Road 
Libby.  Ml  59923 


iii 


June  2,  1999 


Plum  Creek 


John  Sliotzberger 
State  of  Montana,  DNRC 
14096  US  Hwy  37 
Libby,  Mt  59923 

Dear  John: 

1  am  writing  to  coiiinienl  on  the  Keeler    Timber  Sale  Draft  HIS.   We  support  tlie 
implementation  of  Alternative  #4  because  it  maximizes  the  return  to  the  Trust,  while  at  the 
same  time  providing  much  needed  raw  materials  to  the  local  timber  industry.   We  prefer 
Alternative  #4  over  #3  because  the  cost  of  helicopter  logging  makes  line  skidding  feasible 
even  when  expensive  roads  are  needed.  The  concern  about  road  impacts  on  the  area  are 
easily  countered  with  the  increased  standard  of  construction  and  maintenance  the  K4ontana 
BMP's  require. 

Another  issue  I  would  like  to  address  is  that  of  "Old  Growth".  With  the  U.S.  Forest 
Service  basically  cutting  very  little  timber  I  don't  think  the  State  of  Montana  needs  to  worry 
about  providing  for  "Old  Growth".  1  am  not  even  sure  "Old  Growth"  fits  in  with  your 
charge  to  maximize  financial  return  to  the  I'rust.  Surely  liicre  is  no  reciuirement  that  every 
section  of  State  land  be  managed  with  an  intact  "Old  Groulii"  component. 

On  page  S-13  in  the  table  comparing  the  environmental  effects  of  the  various 
alternative,  under  Social  and  1  Luman  Issues,  I  am  surprised  that  the  issue  of  the  local 
community,  its  workforce  and  industry,  are  not  addressed.  It  seems  to  me  that  in  a  period  of 
declining  log  supplies  from  the  USPS  makes  this  sale  extremely  important  to  local  mills, 
loggers,  and  their  families.  This  has  to  be  at  least  as  important  as  visuals  from  Keeler 
Mountain  Lookout! 

Sincerely, 


Wayne  Maahs 
Senior  Forester 
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REPLY  TO  KEELER  MOUNTAIN  DEIS  COMMENTS 
FROM  MAAHS  -  Plum  Creek 

1:  OLD  GROWTH 

Refer  to  chapter  3;  III.  Current  Forest  Conditions;  F.  Appropriate  Conditions  and 
Old  Growth;  pages  3-16  and  3-17.   This  gives  an  overview  of  our  Old  Growth 
policy.  The  63  acres  of  Old  Growth  was  also  left  for  wildlife,  fisheries,  and 
watershed  concerns. 

2:  SOCIAL  AND  HUMAN   ISSUES 

Refer  to  chapter  4;  XIII.  Economics;  B  Direct  Effects  of  Alternatives  A,  B,  and  C 
on  Jobs  and  Income;  page  4-30. 
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Jerry  B.  Wolcott 

5500  Kootenai  River  Rd. 

Libby,  Mt.  59923 


John  Shotzberger 

Libby  Unit  Forest  Management  Supervisor 

14096  US  Hwy  37 

Libby,  Mt    59023 

June  1,  1999 

Subject:  Keeler  Mountain  Timber  Sale  Proposiil 

Dear  Jolin: 

I  have  had  the  opportunity  to  look  at  the  Keeler  Mountain  Timber  Sale  Dralt  Rnvironnienial 
Impact  Statement  My  initial  reaction  is  one  of  near  disbelief.  If  the  DNRC  continues  tliis 
pathway  the  agency  will  soon  be  unable  to  prepare  a  limber  sale  in  an  economical  manner.  This 
Draft  EIS  exceeds  that  necessary  to  prepare  a  timber  sale  within  the  mandate  of  the  DNRC. 

Please  reconsider  your  current  approach. 

As  to  the  merits  of  this  sale  area  I  recommend  harvesting  this  area  to  the  flillest  extent  possible 
within  reasonable  environmental  constraints. 


/  Jerry  B.  Wolcott 

Cc: 

Jon  Dahlberg 
Bud  Clinch 


ki:I'[.i;r  min.  mnai.  i:nvir()nmi;ntai.  imi'ali  si  a  iimi  ni  i- 


REPLY  TO  KEELER  MOUNTAIN  DEIS  COMMENTS 
FROM  WOLCOTT  -  Plum  Creek 

DNRC  is  actively  trying  to  reduce  our  costs.   One  area  being  considered  is  ttie 
scope  and  depth  of  our  environmental  documents. 
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1  liree  Klvcrs  RI> 
Koutenai  N.  F. 

1437  N.  Ihvy  2 

Troy,  M T   5')y'(5 

File  Code: 
Dale: 

1950Keeler 
June  14, 1999 

John  Shotzberger 

Libby  Unit  Forest  Management  Supervisor 

14096  US  Hwy37, 

Libby,  MT  59923 

Mr.  Shotzberger: 

We  have  review  the  Keeler  Mountain  Timber  Sale  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(DEIS)  and  offer  the  following  comments: 

•  Soil  Displacement  (Pg  S26)  -  In  the  summary,  dozer  brush  piling  with  brush  blade  as  miti- 
gation is  mentioned  to  prevent  soil  displacement.  The  alternative  descriptions,  however, 
only  analyze  excavator  piling.  Dozer  piling  is  a  much  higher  mipact  to  soils,  even  with  a 
brush  blade. 

•  No.xious  Weeds  and  Herbicides  (Pg  S27-28)  It's  not  clear  what  the  noxious  weed  plan  is. 
The  etfecliveness  of  surface  blading  to  remove  weeds  is  questionable. 

•  Old  Growth  -  Where  are  the  10.4%  (67  acres)  of  old  growth  that  aren't  going  to  be  harvested 
in  the  project? 

•  Clearcut  Equivalent  The  clearcut  equivalent  is  approximately  34%  (regeneration  plus  group 
select).  This  seems  significant  for  no  effect. 

Forest  Service  analysis  shows  30%  equivalent  clearcut  in  Keeler  Creek  opposed  to  your 
thulingof<8%. 

•  Visuals  -  To  mesh  with  visual  qualities  on  National  Forest  land,  we  would  like  to  see  the 
state  adopt  aesthetic  standards  that  do  not  include  square  sided  cutting  units.  More  visual 
analysis  would  have  been  bencllcial. 

•  Roads  -  There  is  no  map  showing  access  roads  to  state  lands.    Unless  the  reader  is  familiar 
with  the  area,  it  is  difficult  to  get  oriented. 

There  is  no  map  showing  roads  to  be  decommissioned,    fhe  text  only  mentions  one  road  and 
several  spurs  with  no  numbers. 

Sincerely, 

MICHAEL  L.  BALBONI 
District  Ranger 


Caring  Tor  the  Land  and  Serving  I'eople  pnmea  on  Hecycieo  Paper     '■^ 
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REPLY  TO  KEELER  MOUNTAIN  DEIS  COMMENTS 
FROM  BALBONI  -  USPS  Three  Rivers  RD 

1:  Soil  Displacement 

We  made  an  error    It  should  have  read  "Brush  piling  and  site  preparation  will  be  done  with  an 
excavator" 

2:  Noxious  Weeds  and  Herbicides 

Our  noxious  weed  plan  is  to  make  sure  all  off  road  equipment  is  free  of  noxious  weed  seed  and 
that  all  newly  exposed  road  surfaces  are  promptly  grass  seeded.   If  new  noxious  weeds  are  found 
on  State  land  we  will  spray  with  herbicide  to  control  them    If  noxious  weeds  are  found  on  gravel 
roads  leading  to  the  State  land  and  spraying  is  not  an  option  to  control  weeds,  then  surface 
blading  may  be  a  last  resort  to  remove  the  weeds  so  that  they  are  not  spread  to  other  locations. 

3:  Old  Growth 

The  Old  Growth  that  is  not  going  to  be  harvested  is  in  stand  #2  (21  acres)  and  stand  #10  (42 
acres)    Refer  to  page  3-3  figure  3-1 

4;  Clearcut  Equivalent 

The  DEIS  displays  a  table  on  page  3-28  which  displays  the  clearcut  equivalent  of  each  of 
the  watersheds  potentially  affected  by  the  Keeler  Mountain  proposal    As  shown  in  this 
table,  none  of  the  watersheds  is  currently  over  10%  clearcut  equivalent    Page  3-28  also 
states  that  approximately  8%  of  the  entire  Keeler  Creek  watershed  is  in  a  harvested 
condition    This  value  was  estimated  through  identifying  old  harvest  units  from  an  ortho- 
photo  map  of  the  entire  Keeler  Creek  watershed.  If  less  than  10%  of  the  watershed  has 
been  harvested,  far  less  than  10%  would  be  in  a  clearcut  equivalent  condition  since  many 
of  the  units  are  old  and  have  had  decades  of  vegetative  recovery 

As  shown  in  table  4-5  on  page  4-20  of  the  DEIS,  none  of  the  proposed  watersheds 
affected  by  the  DNRC  proposal  would  exceed  25%  in  a  clearcut  equivalent  condition, 
including  the  South  Fork  Keeler  Creek  watershed.   In  addition,  page  4-18  discusses  the 
proposed  DNRC  harvest  and  the  potential  project  under  consideration  by  the  Kootenai 
National  Forest.  These  proposed  activities  would  bring  the  entire  Keeler  Creek 
watershed  to  a  13%  harvested  condition,  and  clearcut  equivalents  would  be  far  lower 
than  this  value  due  to  vegetative  recovery  of  old  haivest  units 


5:  Visuals 

Refer  to  page  S  20  and  pages  2-22  and  4-23    We  think  that  the  harvest  units  will  blend  in  with 
the  mitigation  measures  prescnbed 

6  Roads 

For  a  map  of  access  roads  to  the  State  refer  to  Appendix  B  page  B-22    For  a  map  showing  the 
roads  to  be  decommissioned  see  Appendix  B  page  B-45  and  for  a  description  of  what  roads  and 
spurs  refer  to  Appendix  B  page  B-9 
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Alliaiieo  t'oi*  llio 

PO  Box  8731  •  Missoula,  Montana  •  59807 
Ph  406-72 1 -5420  •  Fax.  •)06-72 1  -99 1 7 

June   7,    1999 

John      SIioI/Iktiil-i' 

Libhy     Unit     Iciicsi     MiiiKiyL'inciii     Siipci  vi^(l^ 

14096  U.S.  Ih^y  M 

Libby,    MoiUiiiia    59923 


Web.  http://www.wrldrockies  org/awr 
Email:  awr@wifdrockies  org 


l)c;ir    Mr.     Shot/herycr, 

Thank    you    torm    ihe    opporlunity    to    co'iiiment    on    the    Kceler    Mountain    Timber    Sale.    I    am    uritiiie    on 
behalC   of   the    Alliance    tor    the    Wild    Rockies    and    The    Heoloyy    Center,    Inc.    in    expressing    our 
o|)|Kisiiion    lo    this    limber    sale.    The    tollowms;    is    an    ex|)lanaium    iil    the    opposiimii. 

Although    the    lolloping    letter    addresses    concerns    on    the    Swan    Kner    Stale    Forest    (SKSF)    primarily 
we    believe    many    ol    these    concerns    are    relevant    lo    your    decion-making    as    well.    Moreover,    we 
understand    that    many    of    these    concerns    address    the    DNRC    as    a    whole    and    are    therefore    more 
broadly    focused    than    the    Keeler    Mountain    Timber    Sale    proposal      However,    we    believe    your 
considerable    discretion    in    implementing    the    goals    of    SFLMP    allows    you    lo    consider    ami    adopt    ihe 
following     perspective     with     regard     lo    old     gunslli     man.igemeiil. 

CONCFRNS  Willi  DN'UC'S  Ol.l)  (iKOWIII  ANALYSIS  PROCIT  )l 'Ul  S.  May  17,  1999 
Jane    Adams,    Ste\e     ilioinpson,    Sieve    liarrelt,    Malcolm     riioinpsoii 

I,       DNRC's    current    deliniiion    lor    old    growth 

The    1996    Stale    Forest    l,and    Maii.igemeiil    I'l.m    uses    a    generic    alli  ibute-based    detiiiilioii    ol    old 
growth:       Forest    areas    that    are    in    the    lalei     si.iges    of    sUmd    ilevelopment.    Old-growth    forests    are 
generally    dominated    by    relatively    large    okl    trees,    contain    wide    variation    in    tree    sizes,    exhibit 
some    degree    of    multi-stoned    struclure,    liase    signs    of    decadence    such    as    lot    and    spike-topped    trees, 
and    contain    standing    snags    and    large    ilown    logs.    Specific    criteria    lor    ideniil^iiig    old    gro\Mh    \ary 
by    environment    and    forest    lype." 

In    contrast,    in    the   current    age-based   definition    used    by    DNRC,    actual    old-growth    attributes 
are   o|nionai       The    December    l99cS    Souiii    i.osi    SFTS    exemplii'ies    i^NRC's    ciirieiit    liefiniiion    of   old 
growth:    "Sl.iiuls    ihat    are     l.'iO    years    and    older    (140    for    loilgepole    |)ine)    and    that    exhibit    a    range    ol 
structural    attril)ules    associated    with    olil    age,    and    that    conlaiii    a    minimum    of   4    M15F    per    acre    net." 

The   definition   also  allows   stands    in    F5e.ivei    f.ake   (SRSFi   to   be   considered   old   growth,  even 
though    they    have    no    large    trees,    no    snags    and    no    tlown    woody    debris    because    of    past    higligrade 
logging    and    salvage    harvests.         After    the    latest    round    of    logging,    some    of    these    stands    v\ill    ha\e 
around    10-15    medium-sized    trees    lefl    slaiuling    and    will    still    be    called    old    growth.    Such    stands 
should    not    be    considered    okl    growth    at    :ill. 

In  coniiasi   to   ihe   DNKC,   ihe   US.    Iiiiest   Service,   Region    I,   and  the  Societ)    of  .Ameiican 
F'oresters     both     use     ,illi  ibutc-based     dclinilions     ol     old     -jrowlh 


2.     Problems    with    the    application    ol     ihe    old    giov\lli    delinilioii 

A.       The    definition    is    .ipplieil    eiiually    lo    all    stands.    regai\lless    o\    ecological    differences    and    lire 
regimes. 


Missoula  Office: 

80ID  Sherwood  St.-  Missoula.  MT-  S9802 
406-721-5420  •  awr@wildrockies.org 


Boise  Office: 

1714  Heron  •  Boise.  Idalio  •83702 
208-386-9014  •  wildrockies@lesbois  com 


Ecosystem  Defense  Program 

406-542-OOSO 
awr-defe(ise@wildrockieS-Org 
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B.  Il    Jillows    (or    iKMvy.    ecologicnily    innppropiinti-    harvcsi    in    true    old    growth,    wiihoiil    changii)g 
the    OCi    classilication.       In    .South    I.nsi.    the    "Moderate    retention    harvest"    would    enter    virgin    stands    of 
high    quality    (>ld    growth,    and    leave    just    (^    trees    per    .acre.  .Sueh    post-harvest    stands    will    resemble 
post    stnndrepl.icing    disturhances.    th.it    hear    absolutely    no    resemblance    to    the    natural    old    growth 
stands   in   the   area.      In   contrast,   the   OG   guidelines  developed   by   FNI'   in   Ureen   el   al.   (1992),  say   OG 
stands    woulil    have    to    resemble    lypicil    undisturbed    conditions,    or    have    a    stand    den.sity    typical    of 
old.    unlogged    lorests    ot    that    ciner    ts|)e.      Hven    .SII.MI'   (leliiies    old    growth    as    "Forest    areas    that    are 
in    the    later    stages    of    forest    development.  ". 

C.  It   does    nothing   to   protect   true,    high    value   old   giowth      that    is   of   value   to   old   growth    associated 
wildlife        Lower    quality    "old    growth"    (e.g.    Beaver    lake)    may    have    little    or    no    habitat    value    for   such 
wildlife    species,    and    it    may    serve    none    of   the    other    ecological    functions    of    true    old    growth.         High 
t|ualitv    low    elevation    old    growth    is    relatively    very    rate    now    in    the    ilathead    basin,    and    very 
impoi  tant     lot     w  ildli  fe. 

I).       It    does    not    ilirieronliale    belwei-n    unlouchctl,    high    value    sland    s,    and    heavily    salvaged    areas. 
Areas    that    have    been    salvaged,    wheie    many    ol    the    big    old    maluic    dead    and    dying    trees    that    arc    of 
great    imporlance    to    okl    growth    associated    wildlile    have    been    removed,    provide    much    lower    quality 
habitat    foi    wildlife    than    natural    old    growth    forests.       Much    of    the    .S'lW    and    .SRSb    have    been    heavily 
sahagetl.        The   .SIT^MP   says   that   DNKC   would    maintain   coiulitions   that   species   evolved:      "A   coarse 
filler    approach    assumes    that    if    landscape    patterns    and    process    (similar    to    those    species    evolved 
with)    aie    maintained,    then    the    full    com|ilement    of    species    will    persist    and    biodiversity    will    be 
maintained".  .Salvage    logged    .iieas    are    not    similar    to    conditions    that    species    evolved    with,    and    not 

acknowledging     this     \  iolales     the     SIT, MP. 

E.       The    biodiversity    guidelines    stale    that    curienl    old    growth    attribute    levels    would    be    maintained. 
This    violates    the    SI-T.MP    diiective    to    "maintain    palUnis    and    processes    similar    to    those    that    species 
e\i>lve(l    uiih".         And    even    the    biodiversity      guideliius   are    being    violated.      On    the   ,SRSF,      9.54.V  acres 
of   old    growth    have    been    previously    enlereil.    which    is    'Sf>'/(    of    the    cm  rent    1 7, .^33    acres    of    old 
growth        Yet    South    Lost    is    proposing    to    enter    high    quality    virgin    stands,    so    not    even    the    current 
proportions     woulil     be     maintained 

P.        Most   of  SRSF   was  classified   as   200  year  phis   old   srouili   in    I93()'s.   Using   a  definition   of  just    150 
years    ihies    not    assure    oi    e\eii    acknow  Ictlge    most    old    growth    on    SRSF    should    be    old    and    higher 
(]  u  a  1  i  t  >  . 

3.     Coiiceiiis     with     the     new     "atliibntc    based"     classificalion 

A        Pal    Flowers'    April    9    memo    st.ites    that    the    new    "inde.\"    approach    would    go    beyond    maintaining 
existing    proportions    and    instead     would     identify    an    appropriate    or    target    distribution    of    attributes. 
This    has    potential    lor    resolving    some    of    the    cuiic'iu    problems,    bul    il    will    require    public    review 
and    participation.       As    with    the    biodiversity    giiid'-lmcs.    many    of    the    problems    only    became 
apparent     when     the     guidelines     were     implemented     in     timber    sales. 

n.       As    an    iMleiini    mcastiie    iiiilil    a    publicly    acceplablc    system    has    been    developctl.    there    shoulil    be 
no    harvest    in    any    high    or    medium    ipiality    altiibiiie    stands:    these    stands    have    already    been 
dispropoiiionately    negatively    allectcd.        The    proposed    interim     measure    that     proposed    sales    not 
change     the     current     ilislribution     ol     altiibnles     is     not     adequate 

C.  The    target    le\els    should       lepiesenl    the    best    appro.ximalioii    of   historic    conditions    on    L)NRC    lands. 

D.  .Stands    that    are    very    low    in    old    growth    attributes    due    to    past    highgrade    logging    and    salvaging 
(e.g..    IU'a\ei    lake),    that    no    oilu-i    siirniisis    would    recognize    as    old    growth,    should    not    be    even    be 
eonsideied     (dd     growth 


KM  I  IK  NLIN.  ITNAI    1  NVIKDNMI  N  I  \l    IMPAC  I  SI  \  |  |  Ml  NT 


I  1 


4.       Arguments    against    using    clinialic    section    averages 

A.        DNRC's    stated   reasons    for   using   the   climatic   section   averages   are   that    it   allows   them   to 
substitute    space    for   time    and    get    a    broader    landscape    picture    ot    disturbance    processes.         They    say 
that    analysis    on    the    unit    level    is    too    small,    whereas    climatic    sections    are    large    enough    to    assess 
oeneral    trends    and    average    conditions.        Theoretically    this    is    a    sound    approach    in    some 
circumstances,    but    not    as    it    is    being   applied    to    DNRC    lands. 

The   main   problem    with   using   the   climatic   section   averages   is   that   DNRC   lands   are   not 
average    with    respect    to   old    growth   amounts.      On    the    SRSl-    there    was   at    least    74%   old   growth    in 
1900,   yet   the  climatic   section   average   tor  the  SRSf-   is  just   35.4%.      On   the   STW,   there   was   50-   90%   old 
wrowlh    in    1900,    yet   the   climatic   section   average    for   the   STW    is  just   31.8%.        Obviously,   the   SRSF  and 
the    STW    had    much    higher   amounts    of   old 

grt)wth  than  the  climatic  section  averages.  It  is  not  a|)i)ropi  ialc  to  manage  for  average  conditions, 
when    DNRC    lands    were     not    aveiage    regaiiluig    old    growth. 

We  don't  know  why  DNRC  lands  had  more  o\d  giowih.  We  do  know  that  many  lands  were  chosen  by 
DNRC,  and  it  is  very  likely  that  site  poteiiti.il  aiul  current  iiinber  volume  and  value  (i.e.  maliire  and 
old    growth    stands)    were    important    criteria    in    choices. 

Ecologically,    DNRC   laiuls    may    have    nunc   old   gro\Mli   ilue   lo   raiulom    fire   events.      Or   they    may   be 
more    conducive    to    the    development    of    old    growth.       Many    factors    influence    the    probability    that    old 
growth    will    develop.      As    studies    have   shown    (e.g..    Camp   et   al     1997),    and    draft   4   of  the    biodiversity 
guidelines     states:     "General     meso-climatic     influences,     and     to|iographical     characteristics     of    slope, 
aspect,    and    elevation    help    control    disturbance    regimes    and    e.xert    substantial    control    over    the    age 
class    distributions    that    develop."       DNRC    has    not    begun    to    satisfactorily    demonstrate    that    the 
2,000,000    acre    climatic    sections    from    which    they    extrapedate    data    are    similar    lo    ilie    much    smaller 
DNRC    lands    with    respect    to    the    factors    that    influence    old    growth    development. 

The   SFLMP  stales   "    ...we   would   focus   on   maintaining   or   restoring   the   forest  conditions   that 
would    have     naturally     been     present    given    topographic,    edaphic,    and    climatic    characteristics    of    the 
area.       Any    particular    combination    of    site,    topography    and    climate    has    an    associated    disturbance 
regime    and    range    of    possible    forest    conditions.";    and    "Within    an    appropriate    analysis    area,    DNRC 
would    seek    to    maintain    or 

restore  old-growth  forest  in  amounts  of  at  least  half  the  average  proportion  that  would  be  expected 
to    occur    with    natural    processes    on    similar    sites." 

The    above    statements    imply    that    site-specific    factors    slu)iild    be    consideied.       There    is    absolutely 
nothing    in    the    SFLMP    that    indicates    that    managing    for    half    the    aiiuuint    of    old    growth    that    was    on 
their   lands    is    not    appropriate.      The    SFLMH   does    not    specify    the    exact    methods    that    would    be    used    to 
determine     historic     old     growth     amounts. 

B.       DNRC    is    not    willing    lo    make    up    loi    p.isl    iii.ni.iLieineiil    aclivilies    on    olher    lands.    \(i    it    is    not 
approjiriale    to    assume    that    other    owiieisliips    should    make    up    loi    DNRC's    actions        DNRC    has,    in 
effect,    chosen    to    be    autonomous    with    reganl    to    old    growth    management.       Because    DNRC    has    higher 
than    average    amounts    of       old    growth,    they    should    be    responsible    land    owners    and    maintain 
higher     than     aveiage     amounts. 

'The    STLMT    stales:       "Where    our    e)wneiship   eoiiuimed    finest    sliuctmes    iiuule    rare    on    ad|acent 
lands    due    to    others'    management    activities,    we    uould    not    necessarily    maintain    those    structures    in 
amounts    sufficient    to    compensate    for    their    loss    when    assessed    over    the    broader    landscape."    And 
"However,    DNRC    would    not    maintain    additional    old-growth    to    compensate    for    loss    of    old-growth    on 
adjoining      ownerships." 
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Miiiuiging   lor  h:ilf  ol'  Iho   old   growth   thai   was   found   on   DNRC   lands   would   requiFe   that   37% 
(rather    than    17.77,)    of    the    SRSj-    he    managed    as    old    growth,    and    that    25-45%    (ralher    than    15.9%)    of 
the   STW    be   managed   as   old   growth.        On    holh    forests,    the    DNRC   minimum   commitment    is   only   aboitt 
25%    of   what    was    on    these    lands    historically  This    represents    a    dillerence    of   7,734    acres    on    the 

SRSF,    and    ahoul    8,000-26.000   acres    on    the    STW.    Given    that    the    Flathead    basin    is   already    far   below 
the     range     of     natural 

variabilily    in    old    growth    amounts    in    all    forest    types,    this    is    a    serious    loss    for    old    growth    associated 
S|)ecies    and    ecosystcnt    viability.       If    1)NR(^    does    not    maintain    (heir    share    of    old    growth,    this 
responsibility    musi    fall    on    some    olliei     ownership    if    ecosystem    viability    is    to    be    maintained. 

C.  DNRC    stales    that    Ihey    are    coiKeincil    uilh    "bioadn     naliiral    landscape    disturbance    processes", 
yet    they    clearly    have    no    provisions    in    iheir    old    giov.  ili    |ilans    for    loss    of    old    growth    to    natural 
ilisluibances      DNRC    is    also    olninii'.ly    not    concerneil    with    general     trends    ami    average    conditions 
icgauling    noii  di-.inibcd    old    giuwih    patch    sizes,    as    seen     lioiii    .SR.Sl      ()(!     retention    network.        Their 
methods    are    not    even    consislcni     wiili 

their     stated     arguments 

D.  DNRC    is    basing    old    growth    retention    levels    on    climatic    section    historical    conditions,    but    they 
have    completely    ignored    climatic    section    ciiiicnl    (.ondilioiis.  They    aie    only     managing    DNRC 
lands,    but    they    ignore    what    was    historically    liii    Iheir    own    lands.        This    switching    back    and    forth 
between    scales    is    comjiaring    apples    to    bananas,    and    Ihey    only    do    it    because    it    presents    the    most 
favorable     picluic     for     hai  vesting     the     most 

old     grovMh. 

5.  Other    concerns    with    current     method 

A.         DNRC's    cunenl    cover    type    definitions    are    not    matching    well    with       historic    maps.      The    I900's 
map   of   -SRSF   shows    that    not   one    single    acre    was    mapped    as    the    \V\VR   cover   type,    and    most   of  the 
SRSF  was  the  \VL\DF  cover  type.  Yet   DNRC  says   2C)7r   of  the  SRSF  should   appropriately   be   the  WWP 

cover   type        Interestingly,    only    8.57r    of   the    WWP    need    be    managed    as    old    growth,    but    23.5%    of   the 
WIADI-    tyjie    would    be    managed    as    old    growth.    So    by    mis-classifying    the    lands,    far    fewer    acres    need 
be    managed    as    old    growth. 

B  Raie  and  iiiiic|uc  habilal  ispcs  arc  imi  cousidcicd  The  coaslal  disjiiiicl  ccdai  in  South  L.osl.  and 
ABL.A\()RIIO  type  in  unit  5  in  coal  Creek,  which  Plister  says  is  rare  and  sensitive  and  should  not  be 
logged,    are    jirime    examples.  Also,    riparian    cedar    strips    and    many    old    growth    inclusions    were    not 

mapped     (uit     in     l')30's     which     uiideresiiinalcs 
their      occuiience. 

C.        Sihicultural    treatments    do    not    emulate    natural    disturbances. 

D      I430's    data    ilid    not    always    distinguish    between    naturally    young    stands,    and    previously    logged 
stands,   as   seen   on    the    l')i)()'s    map   of  STW. 

F.    BuMd    co\er    types    do    not    begin    to    capture    site-specific    ecological    differences    between    stands 
within    i.n\cr    types    (i.e.    uet  site    v\s    di>-siic    WIADF.    and    siaiuls    lumped    into    "mixed    conifer"    cover 
type).       StaiuK    within    a    bioad    covi-i     i\pc    c.ilegoiy    may    lia\e    very    dillercnl    piobabilities    cif 
developing     into    old    giowth. 

6.  Old    growlli     n'leiilioii     networks 

A        The    old    growth    retention    network     for    the    SRSF    does    not    maintain    natural    patch    size    patterns, 
past    harvesting    was    not    considered    and    many    stands    aic    of    lower    t|u.ility,    basic    acreage    is    too    low, 
.iiid     |Teer    review     comments     ha\e     been     ignored 
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n.       There's    no    eommiliiieiU    lo    relain    these    stands. 

C.    Although    the    quality    of    stands    in    tiie    retention    network    is    uneertain.    other    high    t|uality    old 
^rowth    is    being    proposed    for    harvest.       This    greatly    reduces    options    for    old    growth    management. 

7.       Peer    review    comments    were    largely    ignored 

The   Cyclone/Coal    FHIS    stales    that   the   ok!   growih/hiodivcisily   guidelines    "were   sulimitled   lo 
various    forest    scientists    for    peer    review.    Their    comments    were    incor|)orated    into    the    tinal    version 
of   the    Guidelines."  However,    the    peer    reviewers    expressed    some    of    the    same    concerns    we've 

raised,    albeit    almost    a    year    earlier.       Their    suggestions    were    not    Micoiporaled    into    the    final 
guidelines.       Brad    Holt    of   Boise 

Cascade    and    the    UM    forester,    Carl    l-icillei.    lor    example,    both    ciilici/cd    the    use    of    co\cr    tyjies    as    the 
basis    for    analysis,    suggesting    that    they     inchulc    habitat    type    or    plant    associaiion    classilicalion 
systems    lo    include    the    influence    ot    soils,    climate    and 

topography.       Fiedler    also    criticized    the    use    of    age    rather    ilum    attributes    as    a    basis    for    allocating 
acres    as    old    growth. 

S.       Lack    of    interagency    coordination 

The   SFLMP   recpiires    UNRC   to    "make   reasonable   attempts    to   pursue   cooperative    planning    with 
major   adjoining    landowners.       This    has    not    been    done.      The    Flathead    National    Forest    was    developing 
their    (much    more    scientifically    credible)    old    growth    analysis    procedures    at    the    same    time    that 
DNRC    was    working   on    the   same    issues,    yet    DNKC    made    no   altempis   at   cot)perative   planning.      .As   a 
result,    the    two    major    land    management    agencies    in    northwestern     Montana    are    defining    and 
managing     o\d     growth     in     very     different     \\ays     using     fundamentally     diffeient     assumptions. 

7.        Procedural     recommendations     lo     revise     biodiversity     implcmciilation     guidelines: 

a)    Bring    definition    of    old    growth    in    line    with     1996    forest    plan    and    the    standard    professional 
definitions    (such    as    developed    by    Society    of   American    Foresters    or    U.S.F.S.    Region    1). 

B)  Develop    a  peer-reviewed    process    lo    guide    old-growth    management    that    allows    for    public 
comment.    This  may    involve    MliPA    documentation,    although    this    may    not    be    necessary    if    the 
definition    and  ilirection    is    consistent    with     1996    forest    plan.    Currently,    the    programmatic 
implementation  guidelines    are    not    consistent    with    the     1996    forest    plan    aiul    are    not    in    coin|)liaiice 
with    MI-PA. 

C)  Coordinate    more    closely    with    atljoiniug    landowners,    including    the    U.S.    Forest    Service. 
On-groiiml     iccommciulalions     imlil     the     biudivei  sily     implciiK-iilalloii     guidelines     .iic     ie\iscd: 

D)  Hold    harmless    the    "best    ot    the    best"    old    growth.    .At    a    iniminuin,    this    hold-liai  inless    (lolicy    should 
include    old    growtli    that    is    older    than    200    years    with- definite    old-growth    attributes.    (In    the    non- 
lethal    fire    regime,    restoration    logging    of    high-quality    old    growth    may    be    permitted    to    restore    and 
maintain     ecologically     ajipropriate     old-growth     attributes.) 

\i)    Maintain    at    least    half    of    the    okl    glow  lb    Icnind    on    DNKC    lands    when    Ihcy    wcie    acipiirctl    by    llic 
state,    of   the    same    quality    old    growth    lh.it    historically    existed    on    DNRC    laiuls.         (iiven    all    the    known 
and    unknown    variables    in    determining    historic    old    growth    distribution    on    DNKC    lands,    we    think 
the    long-term    policy    should    be    to    maintain    at    least    half   of   the    old    growth    found    on    DNRC    lands 
when    acquired    by    the    state.       But    lalher    than    prejudge    the    jirocess,    we    ask    that    this    be    the    inteiim 
policy     until     the    implementation     guidelines    are     revised. 

END  OF  MAY  17,  1999  LETTER 
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Our    coiici-rns    with    your    old    growth    management    arc    essentially    grounded    m    your    methodology 
for    determining    where    and    how    nuich    idd    growth    exists    within    your    jirojcct    area.    Because    your 
present    delinition    and    assessment    ol    oUI    growth    is    Hawed,    your    "Old    (irowth    Retention 
Comniiliments    on    the    Libby    Unit"    arc    based    upon    inade(|uale    basline    data     As    such,    we    urge    you    to 
reassess    the    old    growth    stands    after    having    incoipoi.iied    the    concerns    expressed    in    the    may    17, 
1999    letter. 

Our    other    present    concern    uilh    this    project    is    essentially    focused    on    your    accounting    system    for 
calculaling    the    monies    generated    from    this    sale.    As    ue    unticrstanil    it.    yon    do    not    track    the 
admimstrative    costs    of    the    timber    sale    progiam    at    the    projccl    level,    only    at    tiie    land    office    and 
statewide    levels.    We    do    not    believe    this    accounting    system    is    adeipiate    given    the    fact    that    these    are 
trust    lands.    We    believe    tliat    your    fiduciary    duty    to    ensure    that    all    stale    lands    are    providing    the 
greatest    benefit    to    our    public    schools,    retpiires    you    to    track    the    actually    costs    of   each    timber    sale 
and    proviile    this    information    to    the    |niblic.    Your    present    accounting    system    provides    only    to 
generali/eil    estimate    of    actually    revenue    gencratetl    liom    each    timber    sale    and    is    wholly 
inndciiuale     in     managing     trust     lands. 

We    apiHCciale    all    the    effort    you    have    placed    in    analyzing    the    impacts    of    this    sale,    but    we    cannot 
support    this    timber    sale    given    the    above    stated    iiiadec|uacies    of    your    analysis.    For    this    reason,    we 
favor    the    no    action    altei native.    Please    keep    us    informed    as    you    move    forward    with    other    aspects    of 
this    project    analysis    yet    to    be    completed    tie     bull    Iroul    consultation). 


Very     .Sincerely. 


C 

Micha.-I     Wiuul 

l-!cosvsteni     Dclense     Program     iJiicctor 
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REPLY  TO  KEELER  MOUNTAIN  DEIS  COMMENTS 
FROM  WOOD  -  Alliance  for  the  Wild  Rockies 

Old  Growth  Analysis  Pruccdiircs: 

Page  4-6  of  the  EIS  states,  "Under  the  action  alternatives  there  would  be  no  harvesting  of  old 
growth."  Given  tlie  fact  that  no  old  growth  is  being  harvested  with  tliis  project,  we  feel  that  your 
concerns  regarding  the  old  growtii  analysis  procedures  would  be  best  addressed  by  referring  you 
to  the  specific  projects  and  HISs  (i.e..  Swan  and  Stillwater  Units)  that  are  mentioned  in  the  letter 
that  you  submitted  from  Steve  Thompson.   We  have  previously  responded  to  the  concerns  listed 
in  Steve  Thompson's  letter  (dated  May  17,  1999)  in  the  following  BISs:  Cyclone/Coal  FEIS, 
South  Fork  Lost  Creek  Final  SHIS,  and  the  Beaver  Lake  FHIS.   If  you  need  a  copy  of  those 
responses,  please  contact  the  Stillwater  Unit  (881-2371)  and  the  Swan  Unit  (754-2301). 

Economics: 

For  information  on  economics,  I  refer  you  to  the  Economic  Analysis  in  the  DEIS  (pp.  3-30 
through  3-3  I  and  4-24  through  4-30).    The  analysis  shows  that  this  proposed  action  would  harvest 
appro.vimately  2.4  to  6.3  million  board  feet  (MMBF),  and  contribute  appro.xiniately  $400,000  to 
$776,000  to  the  State  Trust  Fund  for  Common  Schools.  This  figure  is  a  net  value  that  accounts 
for  development  and  timber  stand  improvement  costs. 

We  disagree  with  your  opinion  that  we  must  track  costs  by  project    I  am  confident  that 
this  sale  will  produce  revenue  consistent  with  past  program  performance  as  identified  on 
page  3-31  in  the  DEIS. 
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